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Preface to thelSecónd Edition.. 


The first edition of this hook was published in 1697 and 
was soon out of print. Annambhatta’s work having been 
appointed a text-book for examinations by Bombay and 
other Universities, there was a great demand fora second edi- 
tion, but various reasons interrupted the work of revision. 
[t was at first intended to omit the Wydya-Bodhint which 
had nothing special about it, and insert in its place Tarka- 
Dipihá- Prakááa of Nilakantha and also a few useful extracts 
from other commentaries by way of footnotes; but as 
the plan would have increased the bulk of the volume it 
was abandoned and the text of the first edition was retam- 
ed. Three additional copies, marked Q. U. and W, were 
available for consultation and the necessary corrections and 
additions suggested by them have been made in the text, more 
particularly in the Mydyu-Bodixi. U and W especially 
afforded considerable help in settling many doubtful pas- 
suges of this commeutary, and many of their variants 
have been adopted in this edition. The new commentaries 
published in W were also useful in clearing ambiguities in 
the text of the SungraAa and the Dipekd, and the text may 
now therefore be said to be finally settled for all practical 
purposes. 

The most important addition to the Notes was a 
literal translation of the text of the Sangraka printed in 
italics at the top of each section, which will be found useful 
to students. Ambiguities and mistakes left in the hurry 
of the first edition have now been removed as far as possible, 
and many passages in the notes have been re-written for 
the purpose. Some pafagraphs had to be renumbered and 
some sectionsehave been rearranged. Portion of the 
preface in the first edition dealing with the author has 
been placed after the Introduction, and another portion deai- 
ing with Mss. collated for the text has been transferred to 
thgend as Appendix C. The Index at the end isa new 

feature added in this edition. . 

The Introduction required very few alterations. Where 

new facts have been bromghtzóuteby later reseraches, addi- 
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tional foot-notes have been inserted at the proper places. 
The discovery of unknown Jain and Buddhistie literature in 
Indinà/'as well as Tibet and China by the researches of 
distinguished scholars like Dr. Sarat Chandra Das and Mahá- 
mahopidhyaya Satisa Chandra Vidyabhushana is likely to 
throw new light on many dark spots in the history of 
Indian phHosophy, and many of our current notions are 
also likely to be altered. All speculations on this subject 
must therefore be accepted as only provisional at present. 
It would be a very interesting and instructive study to trace 
the gradual development of many philosophical problems, 
such as the atomic theory, the identity of cause and effect, 
the Nyáya syllogism and the notion of AóAóra. But until 
fuller materials are available, it will be worse than useless 
to indulge in idle guesses. It is now fully recognized 
that Indian philosophical systems are uot the croationsa 
of individual promulgators, but organic growths from out 
of various enrrents of thoughts germinating through 
ages and collected in the Brahmanas the Aranyakas and 
the more ancient Smritis and Puranas. A critical and 
comparative study of these philosophies will assuredly 
reveal the lines of this growth as well as its reaction on 
the religious development of the Hindus. It is to be hoped 
that Indian scholars will devote greater attention to the 
study of this aspect of Indian philosophy. 


Bombay, 
30th September M. R, Bonas 
1918. 


Extract from the Preface to the First Edition 
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A few words as regards the explanatory and critical 
notes appended to this edition will sutfice. The.chief aim 
in writing these annotations was to make them as ex- 
haustive as the limited scope of a book mainly intended 
for students would permit. The notes will not appear 
disproportionate to the text, if the difficulty of the subject 
as wellas the want of a proper guide to these systems are 
taken into account. The notes are designed to give the 
student a tolerably complete and accurate idea of the Nydya 
and Vaiseshika systems as a whole; and hence many topics, 
although omitted or only cursorily glanced at in Annam- 
bhaita’s work, have been discussed in the notes, because 
they form essential ingredients of the systems. Manuals 
like the Tarka-Sangraha and the Dipikd are to be studied 
only as stepping stones to the knowledge of a great and 
intricate science; and the notes have been written with a 
view to facilitate the further progress of the student as 
much as possible. 


An attempt has been made in the Zntroduction prefixed 
to this edition to trace the gradual development of Nydya 
and Vaiseshika literature from the age of the Stiras upto 
the latest period. A historical sketch like this is sure to 
give the students a better notion of these systems than any 
amount of study of isolated works. The attempt is of 
course only tentative, but it at least opens a vast field for 
inquiry which may be profitably porsted in future. It was 
at first intended to'discuss some of the more important doc- 
trines of Nydya and Veiseshiha systems in the Introduce 
tion, especially with reference to their evolution and bear 
ing on the general course of thought in India. "The task 
howgver, was found to be too vast for such a work as the 
present and the plan had to be abandoned for want of 
space; but a few hints of the kind will be found in the notes 
in their proper places, 
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It will not be proper to conclude this preface without 
briefly explaining the circumstances under which this work 
is published. The present edition of Tarka-Sangraha with 
commentaries and notes was undertaken by the late Mr. 
Y. V. Athalye more than twelve years ago and it was an 
ambition of his life to devote all his leisure time to the 
writing of the notes so as to make them really exhaustive 
and useful, not only to students in Indian Colleges, but 
also to advanced scholars. He saw tbat in order to 
popularise the study of Vydya ıt was necessary to clear the 
many disputed points that beset the path of a conscientious 
student and to place the cardinal doctrines of the Nyåya- 
Vaiseshtha philosophy in their true light. No man was 
better fitted for such ७ work than Mr. Athalye, whose pro- 
found scholarship and legal acumen enabled him at once 
to unravel the intricacies of JVyáya logic. Pressure of 
official and other.business however hardly left him any time 
to complete a task upon which he had set his heart. The 
work had to be constantly put aside, and consequently 
much labour and time were wasted in these interruptions; 
while latterly ill health made him more and more unable 
to bear the strain of a continuous effort. In spite of these 
difficulties he hoped to bring ont this edition at an early 
date, and would have done so had not premature and 
almost sudden death carried him off at a time when he was 
most wanted. He had however left ample materials behind 
him, which required only a final revision and arrangement 
to make the book acceptable to the public; and so it was 
resolved to publish it as a posthumous work................ 
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Introduction. 


A Historical Survey of Indian Logie. 


d 


** THE foundation of logic as a Science,” says Ueberweg, 

* js a work of the Greek mind, which, equally removed 
from the hardness of the Northern and the softness of the 
Oriental, harmoniously united power and impressibility.?"'/ 
.The supple mind of the Oriental is said to be wanting in the 
mental grip and measure required for strictly scientific think- 


ing.] Ueberweg, when he laid down the above proposition, ' 


was not wholly ignorant of the existence of Nydya philoso- 
phy, but his knowledge of it seems to have been; very mea- 
gre. Had he known some of the standard works ofi Nyága 
and Vaiseshika systems, he would not have passed sucha 
sweeping remark about the incapacity of the Oriental mind 
to develop a rigorous science like Logic? The same ignorance 
has led many eminent writers to belittle*Indian philosophies; 
in general or, where striking coincidences are discovered’ 
between Greek and Indian speculations, to assume a Grecian 
importation of philosophical ideas into India at some ancient 
‘time, (Thus Niebuhr uuhesitatingly asserts that the close 
similarity between Indian and Greek philosophies cannot 
be explained "* except by the intercourse which the Indians 
had with the Greco-Macedonic kings of Bactria.?/"?, On the 
other hand, there are writers like Gorres who as positively 
declare that the Greeks borrewed their first elements of 
philosophy from the Hindus)Max Muller is probably nearer 
the truth in saying that both Greek and Indian philosophies 
were autochthonic, and that neither of the two nations bor- 
rowed their thoughts from the other.*' As the human mind | 
is alike everywhere, it is quite possible that philosophers in 
both India and Greece ueconsciously adopted the same mode 
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of reasoning and arrived at similar results quite indépendent~ 
ly. A closer study of Indian philosophical literature is al- 
ready producing a conviction among Buropeàn scholars that 
itis tolerably indigenous and self-cousistent, and that it 
does not need the supposition of a foreign influence to ox- 
plain any portion of it. It should also be noticed that notwith- 
standing many coincidences between the Indian and the 
Grecian currents of philosophical thought there are several 
features in each so peculiar as to make any inter-communion 
between them highly improbable. -The fact, for instance, 
that Indian Logic retained a close similarity to Pre-Aristo- 
telian Dialectics up to a very latetimeis a legitimate ground 
for believing that the influence of Aristotle's works was 
never felt in India. Besides, as a history of Indian philoso- 
phy is still un written, and will probably remain so for yours 
bo come, itis advisable for every student to keep an open 
mind on the subject. Preconcoived theories, however ingeni- 
ous or plausible, aye more likely to mislead than holp such 
investigations. We shall therefore assume, until the con- 
trary is indubitably proved, that Indian philosophy, 
including Indian logic, is a home-grown product, creat- 
ed by the natural genius of the people and capable of his- 
torical treatment. 


That it is possible to write a history of the JVyáya and 
Vaiseshika philosophies will be readily admitted; but a 
history of philosophy, such as it ought to be, presupposes a 
good many things, which may not find universal acceptance. 
It assumes, for instance, that the Indian systems of philogo- 
phy were gradually evolved out of a few broad principles by 
a succession of writers and under particular circumstances, 
. The idea that philosophical speculations in India were the 
spontanéous byain-creations of a few mystic Brahmans; 
dreaming high thoughts in lonely fore sts and totally unaffected 
by the passing events of the world, must be discarded once 
for all There is no reason why philosophy in India should 
have followed a different course from what it did in Greece 
and other civilized countries. Systems of philosophy are-as 
much liable to be influenced by past and contemporary events 
as any other branch of scienge or. literature ; and Indian 
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philosophy should be no exception to the rule. But the task 
of writing such a history is beset with mnumerable dificul- 
ties. The chief of these is the absence of any reliable his- 
torical data which might serve us as landmarks in the ocean 
of Sanskrit literature. Not only are the dates of the princi- 
pal writers and their works unknown, but even the existence 
of some of them as historical personages is doubted. Many 
of these works, again, are not available for reference,! while 
of those that are printed orcan be procured in Ms. only afew 
have yet been critically studied. European scholars are still 
too much engrossed in their Vedic and antiquarian researches 
to devote serious attention to a systematic study of Indian 
philosophies; while as to native Pandits, however learned, 
the very notion of a history of philosophy is foreign to their 
minds. There are works in Sanskrit, like the Sarva- Darsana- 
Sangraha of Midhadchirya and the Shad-Darsana-Samuch- 
chaya of Haribhadra Sari, which profess to treat ofall current 
systems of philosophy ; but the historical view is totally 
absent in them. There the systems are arranged either ac- 
cording to their religions character or according to the pre- 
dilections of the author. In modern times, scholars like 
Colebrooke, Weber, Hall and Bannerjee have made some 
valuable contributions, but many of their opinions and eri- 
ticisms are now antiquated and stand in need of revision in 
the light of farther reseatches. A good deal has also been 
added to our knowledge of the Buddhistic literature, but 
even there the attention of scholars has not yet been suffici- 
ently directed to its philosophical portion. Itis not possible, 
therefore, under these circumstances to do more than throw 
out ७ few hints which, while dispelling some of the 
prevalent errors on the subject, will serve as a basis for 
future inquiries in the same difection. The following 
pages will not have been written in vain if this aim is even 
partially achioVed. , e 

The value of a history of philosophy will be appreciatgd 
by those who know how much our knowledge of Greek 


1 Most of the writings of eminénut Buddhist logicians lke Ditndga 
and Dharmakjeti are now available only in Chinese and Tibetan transla- 
tions, their Sanskrit originals having been apparently lost. See Sadajiro 
Sugiura's Hindu Logic as preserved in China and Japan 


XII Tarka-Sadgraha. 


philosophy has been deepened by the acconuts left by Plato, 
Xenophon and Thucydides. Systems of philosophy as well 
as individual doctrines are never the products of personal 
caprice or of mere accident; they are evolved out of a long 
chain of antecedent causes. They are in fact the tangible 
manifestations of various latent forces which mould the 
character and history of the nation. There could have been 
no Aristotle without a Plato or a Socrates, and no Socrates 
without the Sophists. A knowledge of this sequence is 
therefore essential to a true appreciation of every system 
and every doctrine, an isolated study of them being either 
insufficient or misleading. Besides, theories and schools are 
often the work not of one individual or of one age, but ofa 
succession of thinkers who fashion and refashion them as it 
were until they become worthy of general acceptance. Such 
seems to have been the case with doctrines of God, of 
causality and of creation, in India as well as in Greece. The 
true aim of a history of philosophy may be explained in the 
words of Zeller: — 


* The systems of philosophy, however peculiar and self- 
dependent they may be, thus appear as the members of a 
larger historical inter-connection; in respect to this alone 
can they be perfectly understood; the further we follow it 
the more the individuals become united to a whole of his- 
torical development, and the problem arises not merely of 
explaining this whole by means of the particulars condi- 
tioning it, but likewise of explaining theso moments by 
one another and conseqnently the individual by the whole.’’! 


A history of Indiam philosophy, such as would fulfil this 
purpose, is not of course possible in the present radimentary 
state of Indian chronology. Still efen a crude attempt; of 
that kind will give truer insight info each system or each 
doctrine than can be got by a study of isolated 
works. The need of such a connected view of phil- 
osophy is all the greater in the case of systems 
like the Myéye and the Vaiseshita whose real merits 


— 
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lie hiddew under a heavy load of scholastic surplusage. 
They have not the halo of religion and mysticism which 
makes the Vedánia and the other theological systems so 
attractive to students of Hindu philosophy, while the 
scholasticsubtlet ies of the most modern Vydya writers, suchas 
Stroman: and Gadédhara, inspire positive terror in untrained 
minds. If the Nydya and Vaiseshika systems, therefore, 
are to be popularized and their value to be recognized, it is 
necessary to divest them of their excrescences. A large ' 
mass of rubbish is to be found in the works of modern Nazyd- 
yrkas, and the task of extracting the pure ore out of it is 
very difficult ; but it is worth performing. The process of 
sifting and cleaning will have to be repeated several times 
before we can really understand some of the profoundest 
conceptions that are interwoven in these systems {Philosophy 
is the stronghold of Hinduism, and the system of Nydya 
forms as it were the back-bone of Hindu philosophy. Every 
other system accepts the fandamental principles of Nydya 
logiojhile even where there are differences, the dissentients 
oft orrow the very arguments and phraseology of the 
Nydya for their own purpose. A study of the Mydya as 
well as Varseshihe systems is therefore a necessary step to 
a proper understanding of most of the systems. It forms as 
it were an introduction to the general study of philosophy, 
and hence no scholar who would seek the truth in the latter 
can afford to neglect them i 


Among the numerous systems of philosophy that hay 
been evolved ni India during the last three thousamd years, 
the Nydya and Vaiéeshiha occupy a unique position, both on 
account of their cardinal doctrines and of the mass of 
learning that has actumulated áround them. A, general 
view of these doctrines will not, ‘ therefore, be out of place 
in a sketch like this (४४८४७, which is the more compact 
and perhaps also the more modern of the two, ig much more 
a system of dialectiós than one of philosophy. The aphorisms 
of Gotama end the works founded on them treat qo doubt of 
metaphysical and theological questions occasionally, bat 
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they come in rather as digressions thau as inseparable parts 
of the system., The Vaesesh‘ka, ou the other hand, is 
essentially a system ol metaphysics with a disquisition on 
logie skilfully dovetailed into it by later writers. It is these 
peculiarities which have earned them the name of logical 
systems and which distinguish them from each other as well 
as from other systems of Indian philosophy. These peculi- 
arities must ‘be carefully noted, for inattention to them has 


led many to misunderstand the true scope and function 
of these systems. 


Gotama begins by enumerating 16 topics, which have 
been erroneously called paddrthas.’? These topics are not a 
classification of all sublunary things or categories. They 
look like headings of so many chapters in a treatise on logic. 
Of these the first nine, 72s. error, प्रमेय), संहाय, प्रयोजन, दृष्टान्त, 
सिद्धान्त, aaqa, तर्क, and निर्णय, coustilute what may bo 
‘called logic proper, while the last seven may be collectively 
termed illegitimate or false logic. प्रमाण includes the four 
proofs, Perception, Inference, Comparison and Word ;? while 
प्रसेय comprises all objects which are known by means of 
those proofs, ss. soul, body, organ, material qualities, 
cognition, mind, effort, fault, death, fruition, pain and 
salvation." These multifarious things have obviously 
nothing in common except the capacity of being known by 
one or other of the above proofs; and Gotama accordingly 
treats of them only in that light. {He rarely troubles himself 
about the nature or form of these things, or of their produc- 
tion and destruction, as Kandda, for instance, does. 
This is the reason why Gotema's definitions of soul, cognition, 
mind, gtc., only tell us how they are known, but say nothing 
as to what kind of things they are.!i'Gotama's theory of 
knowledge is essentially material. Perception is n physical 
process consisting in the contact of organs with their 
appropriate objects; while Inference, which is threefold 
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^ ! Logic in Sanskritis designated by various names, such as Nydya, 
ITetu-Vadgá, Ifetu-Sdstra, Anvikshiki, Prdmana-Sdstra, Tattva S'áatra, 

irka-Vidyd, Vaddrtha, and Phakkikd-Sdatra, Some of these names 
are found in works of 4th and 5th centuries B, C 
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‘springs from Perception.’ Comparison and Word are of 
course exceptional cases, and may be called imperfect 
inferences. Having thus dealt with the chief ingredients 
of knowledge, namely, the proof und its object, Gotama 
describes several accessories to knowledge, viz., doubt, 
aim, instance or precedent, general truths, premises, 
hypothetical reasoning and conclusion. Doubt and aim 
as incentives to every inquiry are necessary to know- 
ledge. Precedents and general truths form the material, 
while premises and hypothetical reasoning are the instru- 
ments of acquiring fresh knowledge. Conclusion is the 
final and combined product of all these things. The seven 
topics forming the second group have a negative function 
in logic, namely, of preventing erroneous knowledge. By 
exposing errors they teach us, how to avoid them. They are 
rather like weapons for destroying the enemy’s fortress than 
tools to build oue’s own. Continued argument (arg), 
sophistry (eq), wrangling ( वितण्डा ), fallacies ( हेत्वाभास ), 
quibbling (ew), far-fetched analogies (जाति), and 
opponent’s errors ( निग्रहस्थान )- all these are useful where 
the object is to vanquish an opponent or to gain a temporary 
triumph ; but they do not legitimately belong to the province 
of logic. Gotuma’s treatise may therefore be appropriately 
called the theory and practice of controversy rather than a 
science of logic. It resembles in this respect the dialectical 
work of Zeno who founded the sophistic dialectics in Greece. 


' The system, however,underwent considerable modifications 
in later times. The sixteen puddrthas were practically 
ignored, and'the theory of the four proofs absorbed almost 
the whole attention of later Naiyáyitas. The philosophical 
views of Gotamu mostly came out m the digressions which 
are numerous in his work. They are generally introduced 
by way of illustrations to*his method ; and yet his followers 
have accepted these views as cardinal principles and bullt 
a regular system of philosophy upon them. The most cha- 
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racteristic of these doctrines are the uon-eternity of sound! 
the agency of God," the theory of atoms,’ the production 
of effegts,* and its corollary, the reality of our knowledge. 
From the fragmentary discussions ow these points contained 
in (totama’s work the modern JVaiyáyikas have evolved 
elaborate theories which have made the system what it is. 
The radical and realistic tendency of these later doctrines 
came at every step into conflict with the more orthodox 
views of the two Mimámsás. 

The system of the Vaiseshikas is even more radical than 
the Nyáya. (Asa system of philosophy, the Vaisesheha is 
more symmetrical and also more uncompromising. Its 
enumeration of the six categories,’ with the seventh Adsdru 
added afterwards, is a complete analysis of all existing 
things.YThese categories again are not enumerated for a 
special purpose only, like tho 16 puddythas of Cotamn ५ but 
they resolve the entire universe, as it wero, not excepting 
even the Almight$ Creator, into so many classes, Randa’ 
categories resemble in this respect those of Aristotle. 
Gotama treats of knowledge only, but Aandda deals with, 
the wider phenomena of existence.) The first three categories, 
Substance, Quality, and Motion, havea real objective existence, 
and so form one group designated अर्थ by Kundda.® The next 
three, Generality, Particularity, and Intimate Union, are 
products of our conception, and may be called metaphysical 
categories, while the last one, Negation, appearsto have been 
added afterwards for dialectical purposes. The nine substances 
comprise all corporeal and incorporeal things, and the twee 
ty-four qualities exhaust all the properties that can reside 
in a substance. gfar is a quality of the Soul, and the whole 
theory, of knowledge therefore consists in the production of 
this quality in its substratum, the Soul. The process by 
which the cognition of an externahobject is produced in the 
Soul is something like printing or stamping on some soft 
material. Mind is the moveable joint between the Soul and 
the various organs which carry those impressions from ex» 


Introduction. &víi 


ternal objects. Logic as a science of knowledge falls unde 
ate, and is so treated in all Veiieshika treatises. Vaiseshzkas 
recognize only the first two of the four proofs mentioned 
by Gotama,' and they differ from the Naiydyikas on some 
other points also. What specially distinguishes the Vatseshi- 
kas, however, is their remarkable power of analysis; and 
their system may for that reason be appropriately called 
analytical philosophy) [hey divide and subdivide each class 
of things, and dissect every notion into its minutest com- 
ponents. No doubt the process of analysis is sometimes car- 
ried to an extreme where it ends into fruitless distictions, 
but its influence on philosophical speculations in 
general must have been enormous. It is this feature 
of the Vawseshika system that has made it the source of all 
liberal thought in Indian philosophy. None are so unres- 
trained in their speculations, and none are such powerful 
critics of time-worn prejudices as the followers of Kandda.No 
wohder then that they were looked upon with distrust by the 
orthodox school, and were labelled Ardha-Vaindiikas (Semi- / 
Buddhists) by their opponents.’ The Vaiseshkas never de- 
clared any open revolt against orthodox faith, nor is there 
any reason for supposing that Kandda or his immediate fol- 
lowers were atheists ; but the tendency of their doctrine 
was none the less unmistakable. As the devout Lord Bacon ` 
produced a Hume and a Voltaire in Europe, so the 
Vaiseshika doctrines must have led ultimately to many 
a heresy in India, such as those of the Bauddias and the 
J'ainas ft 


A remarkable feature of both the Nydya and the Vaiseshi- 
he systems, as in fact of all the Indian systems of philoso- 
phy, is the religious motive which tnderlies them. Religion 
is the incentive to all these speculations, and religion is also 
the test of their truth and utility. { Salvation is the goal 
which both Kandda and Gotama promise the pegple as the 
reward of a thorough knowledge’ of their respective sys- 
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tems. Amidst all the differences one idea appears to ‘be 
common to all the ancient Indian systems, namely, that 
“knowledge is the door and the only door to salvation. Opin- 
ions only differ as to what things are worth knowing. Conse- 
quently the bitterest controversies have raged among these 
rivals as to what things ought to be known for the speedy at- 
tainment of salvation. These controversies usually take the 
form of attacks on the rival classifications of categuries as be 
ing either defective or superfluous or illogical. Another effect 
of the religious character of these systems is the discussion 
of many apparently irrelevant topics which have made them 
look somewhat heterogeneous and unsystematic. The many 
digressions in the works of Gotama and Kanddu as well 
as their followers are casily understood if wo look to 
the bearing which those topics have upon the end and 
aim of philosophy. Take for instance the controversy 
about non-eternity of sound.’ What has the oternity 
of sound to do with logic? An inference would 
be just as right or wrong whether the words conveying 
it are eternal or not. But the question of the oternity of 
sound is vitally connected with the infallibility of the Vedas 
which are final authority in all matters of doubt; and all 
orthodox systems, therefore, must have their say on the 
point. We thus find that questions of the most diverso 
character are discussed wherever the context leads to them 
while others more closely related to the subject are negleot- 
ed. Hach system has consequently become a mixture as it 
were of the fragments of several sciences such as logic, 
metaphysics, psychology, and theology. This is not how- 
ever a weakness ag some superficial critics have supposed. 
It arises from the very “conception of a Darsana, and could 
never have been avoided by those who in these systems 
sought to provide a complete guide. as it were to the road 
to salvation. Indian philosophy is not singular in this 
respect, Everywhere philosophy grows out of religions" 
instincts. The sense of dependence on supernatural powers ' 
and a desire to conciliate them were the fixst incentives. 
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which led’ men ata very early period to think of their 
religious well-being. ‘‘ Philosophy," says Zeller, “just 
begins when man experiences and acts upon the necessity 
of explaining phenomena by means of natural causes.’?'. 
The Rigveda, the Bréhmanas and the Upanishads abound in 
passages showing how in India this feeling grew in inten- 
sity until it became the ruling passion of the Brahmans. 
Salvation was the sole purpose of life, and knowledge of 
the universe was the means to it. The ancient Upanishads 
were the repositories of the speculations which rose like 
bubbles out of this fermentation of thought, and which 
appear to have ultimately crystallized into the various 
systems of philosophy.? In Greece philosophy tended to 
become more and more ethical and worldly; in India it 
could never free itself from its religious setting. This is 
the reason why in spite of additions and modifications 
Indian Darganas never lost their original character com- 
pletely. A history of each of these systems is therefore a 
history of its gradual evolution within certain limits, 
while its relations outside of them remained practically 
unchanged. 


The period before the rise of Buddhism is almost a 
blank page. We know nothing of it except that a large 
amount of free speculation must have been stored up at 
that time in the Brdhmanas and the Upanishads.: The only 
system which dates prior to Buddhism is the Sdnkhya, 
and possibly the  Vaiseshika also; but all the other 
Darsanas are presumably of a post-Buddhistic origin, at 
least in the form in which we possess them. In fact the 
very notion of a system seems to be post-Buddhistic. . The 
severe conflict between Buddhism and Brahmanism which 
stirred men’s minds in the century after Buddha’s death 
must have compelled both the parties to systematize the 
doctrines and express them in a compact methodical forni. 
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The same canse or causes which led the Buddhists to collect 
their ethical and philosophical teachings in their suitas 
during the period which elapsed between the first and the 
second Council must have also induced their Brahman rivals 
to compose similar works for the defence of Vedic ortho- 
doxy. -The*two collections of aphorisms belonging to the 
Prior and the Posterior Mimdmsds and known by the names 
of Jaimini and Báüdaráyana respectively have a strong 
controversial flavour about them, and appear to be the 
first products of this reaction against Buddhism. The 
aphorisms of Kandda and Gotama could not have been of 
any prior date, and as we do not know of any Nydya or 
Vaiseshika works older than these Siras, the history of 
those systems may safely be said to begin in the 5th or the 
4th century before Christ. 


Roughly speaking the literature of the Nydya and 
Vaiseshika systems extends over a period of 22 centuries, 
that is, from about the 4th century B. O. till very recent 
times, of which the last two hundred years, not being dis- 
tinguished by any original works, may be left out of account. 
‘The history may be divided into three periods: the first 
from about 400 B. C. to 500 A. D., the second from thence 
५० 1300 A. D., and the third after that till the end of the 
last century. The only known representatives of the first 
period are the two collections of aphorisms going under the 
name of Gotama and Kanáda respectively, and perhaps the 
scholium of Prasastapdda also; but there must have ex- 
isted other works now lost. The second period is pre- 
eminently distinguished by a series of commentaries on 
these Sdtras beginning with Vdtsydyana and comprising 
Beveral, works of acknowledged „authority, The third 
period saw the introduction of independent treatises and 
commentaries on them which st „last. dwindle down into 
short manuals like Tarka-Sangraha and Tarka-Kaumudi.. 
These threé periods also mark three successive stages in the 
development of the two systems. (The first may be called the 
age of the formation of doctrines in the Sdirag; the second 
that of their elaboration by commentators; and the third that 
of their systematization by writerd of special treatises. The 
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first is charheterised by great originality and freshness, the 
second by a fulness of details, and the third by scholastic 
subtlety ultimately leading to decadence. These divisions 
may sometimes overlap, for we have treatises like Tarkika- 
rakshá and Sapta-puddrtht before the 14th century, so we 
have commentaries on the Sétras, like Sankara Miira's 
Upaskára, and Vi$ranátha's | Vritti, written afterwards. This 
does not however affect our general conclusion that the 
writings of the 14th century and onwards are in marked 
contrast with those of the preceding age. The exact duration 
of these periods may have varied a little in the case of the 
two systems, but the order is the same. The mutual rela- 
tion of these two systems, however, appears to have changed 
at different times. During the first period they seem to 
have been two different systems, independent in origin but 
treating of the same topics and often borrowing from each 
other. 7८८७४८४०७७ regards them as supplementary.’ In the 
second period, however, they become somewhat antagonis- 
tic, partly owing to an accumulation of points of difference 
between the two, and partly on account of the alliance of 
the Vaiseshikas with the Buddhists. The third period saw 
the amalgamation of the two systems, and we come across 
many works, like the Tarka-Sangraha tor instance, in which 
the authors have attempted to select the best portions of 
each and construct from these fragments a harmonious sys- 
tem of their own. This is a curious phenomenon, no doubt, 
and we do not yet sufficiently know the causes which 
brought about these successive changes in the attitude of the ° 
exponents of these two systems towards each other ; but 

the fact is important in as much as it must have been a 

powerful factor in moulding both of them. Atany rate it 

‘accounts for the difficulty, which every student meets with 

at the threshold, whether to regard these systems as really 

supplementary or antfgonistic to each other. They are 

spoken of as both, and yet no Sanskrit writer seems to have 

perceived the inconsistency of doing so." The only | 
explanation that can at present be suggested is that the 
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twins after quarrelling for some time reunited uüder the in- 
fluence of a reaction. 

Having premised so much we may proceed to consider 
the three periods in order ; and the first thing we shall have 
to do is of course to fix the age of the Sidtras of (Gotama 
and Kandda. They are the recognized basis of the Nydya 
and the Vaiseshika systems, and they are so far as we 
know the oldest works on those systems. Not that they 
were the first of their kind; perhaps they were preceded by 
cruder attempts of the same sort that have perished ; perhaps 
the present works are improved editions of older ones. For 
all practical purposes, however, the works of Kandda and 
Gotama may be taken as the starting points for the two 
systems. Now before adverting to the evidence that exists 
for determining the dates of these two Sdéras it is necessary 
to notice one or two,misconceptions that would otherwise 
hinder our task. The first of these isthe confusion that is often 
made between the system and the Sü/re work exponnding 
it; and the second is a similar want of distinction between 
the systems as a whole and the particular doctrines com- 
posing it. The three things, viz., Gotama’s work, the Nydya 
system, and the individual doctrines embodied in it, are 
quite distinct, and ought not to be confounded with one 
another. They may for aught we know have originated at 
different times, and no inference can therefore be safely 


' drawn as to the probable date ofthe one from any ascertained 


fact relating to the other. The fact for instance that some 
of the Vaiseshika doctrines are controverted in Badardyana’s 
Brahma-Stiras' has been made the ground for inferring 
that Kandda’s Sdiras were composed prior to those of 
Bédardyana, and yet there are cogent reasons for believing 
that they were ofa much'later origin. We must therefore 


suppose that the doctrines controverted in. Brahma-Sdtras 
existed prior to their incorporatiom into a regular system 


as Set out in Kandda’s work. Similarly many of the argu- 
ments as to the relative priority of Vydya and Vatseshika 
systems are based on assumptions made from some doctrines 
of the one being cited or refuted by the other. Such argu- 


1Brahma-Sdiras, YI, 2, 11, ef. seg. heeg, OOO 
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“ments however are misleading and often produce confusion. 
The Nydya doctrine of असत्कार्यवाद must have existed before 
the rige of Buddhism and even before the formation of the 
Sénkhya system, the oldest works of which con- 
trovert it. Does it follow therefore that Gotama 
and Kanéda preceded both the Sénkhyas and the 
Bauddhas ? And if so, how aré we to account for 
the fact that several doctrines of the SánAAyas a8 well as the 
Bauddhas are in their turn quoted in the Sdéras of both 
these authors ? Here is a dilemma which can only be solved 
by supposing that the doctrine of असत्कार्यवाद and many others 
like it subsequently adopted by the Wazydyikas and Vaiseshi- 
kas must have formed topics of hot discussion long before 
the Sátras of Gotama and Kandda were composed. In 
like manner, even’ supposing that the system as such ex- 
isted at or before a particular date it will not be right to 
argue that Kandda’s Sütras also must have existed at that 
time.' Nor should it be supposed that the whole system 
as cohceived later is to be found in these works. Many 
doctrines now looked upon as cardinal principles of Vazée- 
shika philosophy, are conspicuous by their absence in 
Kanáda's work, such as, for instance, Adhdva as a seventh 

| category, the last seven qualities, and the doctrine of 
Visesha.0 This much however is certain, that when the 

-Sütras were composed the two systems had assumed a 
definite form which was never to be substantially changed. 
There are important gaps that were filled up afterwards; 
but the skeleton is there and it is the skeleton that gives 
shape to the body. The process may have been something 
like this. First bold thinkers started theories of their own 
on the burning questions of the day,and then these theories 
after much discussion crystallized into specific doctrines 
such as those of असत्कार्य, «समवाय and others. The ancient 
Upanishads abound in passages in which we find such 
definite principles being actually worked out ofa mass of 
general speculations. The next step is for some eminent 
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teacher to adopt and develop some of these doctrines and 
form a school which might in time grow up into a system. 
+The difference between a school anda system is that of 
degree. A school adopts a theory about a particular 
phenomenon, while a system aims at explaining consist- 
ently the whole order of nature by reducing several of these 
theories into harmony. Audulomn,:Kdsakritsna, Bádari, 
and many óthers whose names occur in the philosophical 
Süátras, seem to have been founders of the schools which 
preceded the regular systems. The system when thus 
formed required an authoritative exposition, and many 
must have been the failures of inferior persons, before a 
master mind like Gotama or Kandda could produce a work 
that would live into futurity. The present Sdtras of 
Kanáda and Gotama must, therefore, be regarded as re- 
presenting the end rather than the conunencement of this 
evolutionary process. They did not originate the systems, 
they only stereotyped them, by giving them as it were a 
body and shape. Besides, it is probable that the fashion 
of propounding philosophical systems in the form of Sdtras, 
if not the systems themselves, came into vogue after the 
rise of Buddhism. The ethical teachings of Gautama Buddha 
were expressed inthe shape of pithy sentences which were 
easy to remember and possessed a certain attraction for the 
popular mind. The Brahmans, probably with a desire to 
beat their rivals with their own weapons, composed Sdtvas 
on their own philosophical systems modelled on the Bud- 
dhistie suttas, and possessing in some cases literary finish 
of a very high order. The necessity of meeting their op. 
ponents in controversies which became frequent from this 
time compelled the orthodox philosophers to put their card- 
inal doctrines in a definite shape ; atid this they did by ex- 
pressing them in an incisive and dogmatic form so as to 
produce immediate conviction. Thé uncompromising tone 
aad rigid lo gie, of these post-Buddhistic Stiras are in strong 
contrast with the loose reasoning and poeticalimagery which 
abound in earlier philosophical books, such as the Upanishs 
ads. While morality was the stronghold of thé’ Buddhists, 
_ philosophy was their weakest point in these early times; 
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, naturally the shrewd Brahmans cultivated this latter branch 


with the greater vigour in order to outshine their rivals. The 
Sátras of Jain and Bádaráyana must have been composed 
with some such object in view ; and the example, otce set, 
was of course followed by other teachers belonging to the 
orthodox party. 


It ig difficult to determine the chronological order of 
the several systems of philosophy, and the attempts hither 
to made have not been very successful. The Sdnkhya system 
and many of the doctrines of the Va:seshikas, if not the 
whole of their system, are most probably Pre-Buddhistic. 
The Varseshka system pre-supposes the Siénkhya, and there 
is evidence to show that the Væ:šeshrka not only preceded 
Buddhism and Jainism, but directly contributed to the rise 
of those secty, many of their peculiar dogmas being closely 
allied to Viriseshihe theories. The Duddhistic doctrines of 
total anihilation, for instance, is onlya further and an inevi- 
table development of the Viseshike doctrine of असत्कार्यवादः 
while the categories or Padirthas of the latter find their 
counterpart in the five Astikdyas or essences of the Jainas. 
The atomic theory moreover is largely adopted by the 
Jamas, and even enters into their legendary my- 
thology. The epithet Ardha-Vaindsikas or Semi-Bud- 
dhists, contemptuously bestowed upon the Vaiseshika by 
Sdnkardcharya,' concealed a historical truth, if the 
Vai$eshihas as suggested above were the half-hearted 
precursors who by ‘their materialistic speculations paved 
the way for the extreme radicalism of Gautama BuddhopThe 
Vatseshika school is specifically named in the sacred texts 
of the Jainas and also in the Laleta-Vistdru.’ Several of 
their doctrines are refuted in Biédurdyanw’s BrahmacSütras, 
and it is possible that they may have existed then in some, 
systematic form. As tothe other systems, the two Mimdmsds, 
appear to have come immediately after the rise of Buddhist ~ 
and before the advent of the Nydya and the Yoga. Neither 
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Bádaváyaua nor Jamun refers to any peculiar Nydya doc- - 
trine, while the few aphorisms in Bidardyana’s work which 
mention Yoga look like interpolations. It will be shown 


. presently that (Gotama himself borrows trom Bidardyana’s 


work. ! 


Looking to the wires, however, the two Mindmod collec- 
tions appear to be the oldest of them, while the works of 
(Gotama and Kandida come next in succession. , The date of 
Jamini and Bédardyrna, who quote each other and might 
have been contemporaries, is not yet settled. They are 
certainly aware ofsthe Buddhistic sect, many of whose doe- 
trines they quote and refute.” The two Windmad SHR 
therefore could u Y have been composed before the fth 
century B. U.' They may for the present be assigned to the 
th or the carlier part of the 4th century B. C. The Sutras 
of (fotammand Aide must be still later productions, un 
will appear from a comparison of them with the Brukmu 
Sutras. {The opering süfres of both Gotama wud Arnot 
appear to recognize the Veddntir doctrine of knowledge 
being the meaus to salvation; while throughout their works 
whenever they treat of soul, salvation, pain, knowledge, 
and such other topics, their language seems to be strongly 
tinged with Vedántic notions. l'ho phraseology is often the 
same, and in several places oven direct references to the 
Brakma-Stiras may be detected in these works. For example 
the Vaweshike stirds, अनित्य इति विशेषतः प्रतिषेधभाषः and 
अविद्या appear to be answers to Bddurdyana’s objections 
to the eternity of atoms“; while the Sdia अहमिति segen 
व्यतिरेकान्नागमसिकम is evidently aimed at the Vedántie viow 
explained in the four preceding sdiras, that the Soul is to 
be known only through Sruti." Similarly V. 8. IV, 2, 2-3 
controvert the Vedántin's view that our body is formed by 
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Garbe holds that Vaisesk.ka wab rior to Nydya: Vide, Die 
Ramkhya Philosophie, p. 116. 


2 Brahmu-Sdira Il, 2, 18, et. seg; Mimåmså Súira 1, 2, 83; see also 
Colebrooke’s Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I, p, 354, 
3 V. & IV, 1. 4-5. 4 Brahwa-Sdira Ii, 2, 14-15. 
V. 8, LII, 2, 9. C£. algo ५ 8. II, 1, 28-30. 
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the union of five or three elements.! Again many of the 
terms used by Ayuda such us अविद्या, लिङ, प्रत्यगात्मा, and 
व्याख्यात- appear to be borrowed from Bédariyana, The same 
holds good of Golemo. lu several places he propounds 
views very similar to well-known Vedàntie doctrines’; 
while a comparison of G. S. III, J, 14 with Brahma- 
Sátra IL, 1, 24 wil show that (Gotama borrows even 
illustrations and arguments from ddardyana’® G. S. II, 1, 
61-67* would likewise show that (otama was also posterior 
to Jaimm. It may be argued that the borrowing may have 
been on the other side, or that the particular sééras may 
be later additions. But we must in such cases judge by the 
whole tone and drift of authors. While in all the cases 
noted above the topics form essential parts of the two 
Mimámsá systems, they come only incidentally in the works 
of Kardda and Gotuma. We can, therefore, confidently 
assert that the works of (rotuma and Kanida, ag we have ° 
them at present, cannot be older than thé 4th century D. O., 


The question as to the relative priority of these two sys- 
tems perse is beset with many difficulties. Opinions have 
been advanced on both sides. Chandrikinia Tarkilaihara, ¢ 
in the preface to his edition of  Veiiesike-sdiras, strongly 
contends for the priority of Vadsesh/ka system, while others 
maintain the opposite view.” Goldstiicker calls the. 
Vaiseshika only & branch of the Nydya without deciding 
their relativo priority ; while Weber is undecided on the 
point. Much of the doufusion, however, on this point can 
be avoided bv making a distuction, as already noted, between 
the Vadteshiha system and the IW'aeseshihkd sires. There 
are strong gronuds for belioviug, as Mr Tarkilankira 
contends, that the Juiidhike system preceded Crotdma’s and 
yet the Sütrasof Kanáda or at least many ofthem, may be ofa 
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! Brahma-Sütra 11,,2, 21-22 2 Of, G.S, IV, 1, ९4 " 
क्षीरबिनाशै' कारणावपलाब्विषदरध्य॒त्पात्तिषञ्च quem । Gotama-Siirg, उपसहारदर्शना- 
Ft चे क्षीरवॉद्धि । Brahma-Stira, 
विध्र्वादादुवादमवचनावि नियोगात्‌ 6. 8. IT, 1, 61 
3 Bhtinácháiys : Nydya-Kosha, Intro,, v. 2 8, note 
Goldsticker's Dduru, p. 158 
Weber History of Indian Lateruture, p 245, 
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later date. The fact that, while Vuiseskiku doctrines are 
noticed in Bddurtyana’s Brahma-Sitras, CGolama’s system 
is not even once alluded to, shows that some Varseshiha 
doctrines at least were promulgated uot only before 
Gotama but even before the composition of the 
Brahma-Sitras. Vadsydyona’s remark that omissions in Gotan 
ma’s work arp to be supplied from the cognate system of the 
Vaiseshikas may likewise be taken to imply that that system 
existed before Gotama’stime'; while the latter's reference to 
a प्रतितन्त्रसिद्धान्त,' by which he probably means doctrines 
taught by some allied school such as the Vuiseshihas would 
support such an inference. The posteriority of Gotame may 
also be inferred from the fact that many topics summarily 
disposed of or imperfectly discussed by Kandda are fully 
treated by him, as for instance inference, fallacies, eternity 
of sound, and the nature of soul. It is true that some of 
these arguments would also prove that Kandda’s sübras were 
anterior to Gotamd’s work, and it is possible that a collec- 
tion of Vaiseshihu sutras was known to Gotama. But we 
must also take account of the fact that several saras in the 
present collection of Kandda’s aphorisms appear to be sug- 
gested by Gotama’s work. 


V. S. III, 2, 4,° for instance, is clearly an umplifeu- 
tion of G. S. I, 1, 10.7 V. R. TH, 1, IT again gives an 
illustration of the अनैकान्तिक fallacy, although the uame, 
Strange to say, is nowhere explained throughout Aavdda’s 
work. The word is, however, used by Gotama 88 a defini- 
tion of सव्यभिचार, and itis possible that the author of the 
Vaiseshika sütras borrowed it from him, and wrongly used 
it as the name of the fallacy. These sféras, therefore, if 
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1 Våt, on G. S, 1, 1, 4. e? (3. 8, 1, 1, 29. 
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* अनैकान्तिकः सव्यभिचारः G. 5, 1, 2, 46, 
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not the whole work of Aandda, must have been composed 
after Gotamn’s work was published. Now there are good 
reasons for suspecting that Aandda’s work, as we have it at 
present, contains a large number of aphorisms which have 
been either modified or added in after times. “A comparison 
of Kandda’s stitras, as found in our printed editions, with 
the BAáshya of Présastapdda shows that many of the sitras 
are not explained by the scholiast and were probably unknown 
to him.': Moreover, all these suspicious aphorisms 
relate to topics that look like having been suggested after- 
wards. The practice of making such interpolations in 
ancient works is not uncommon in Indian literature. The 
Sénkhya-Suiras are notoriously modern productions, though 
ascribed to an ancient Rishi ; and even the Brahma-Sitras of 
Bádaráyana lie under the suspicion of being tampered with. 
The loose and unsystematic arrangement of the Varseshiha 
aphorisms must have’ considerably facilitated the task of 
an interpolator, while such liberties could not have been 
easily taken with the more compact and finished produc- 
tion of Gofama. 


The most reasonable conclusion that may be drawn 
from the foregoing facts is that, although we can say no- 
thing definite abont an original collection of Vaiseshihe 
aphorisms, the present Work of that name is comparatively 
modern. We have no materials at present to fix its proba- 
ble ago.  Aanád« is n mythical personage and is variously | 
styled Kédsyapa, Kanabhaksha or Kanabhuk. The latter, 


1 See the excellent conspectus showing the sdirus corresponding to 
each section of Prasausiayida’s scholium, prefixed to the Benares Edi- 


tion of that work. : 


? Mahamáhopádhyáya Satischandra Vidyabhushan thinks that only 
the lst book of .Vydga-Sütrus was composed by Adshupdda, while the 
2nd, 31d and 4th books bear marks of different hands. Tho late: books 
contain passages from JLuaküveaidra Süira of Yogáchüra Budhistit , 
school, the MádAgamiba Sûtra of Nagarjuna and Sataba* of Áryadeva 
all composed about 300 A. D. Vátayásgana is said to have collected allthe 
later additions together. 908 Bhandarkar Qommemoration Volume p.161 


3 P. B. Ben, ed, p. 200 ; V. S^ Up. Cale. ed, :p. 100-1; Trikápda- 
Sesha. 
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two appellations are, of course, paraphrases of K amide, 
Which literally means ‘an eater of seeds or atoms. "! The 
name is said to be derived from his having lived upon piek- 
ed-up graiu-seeds while practising ansterilies s more probably 
it is a derisive appellation invented by antagonists for 
his atomic theory. The system is also called Axlúkya 
Dariana, „and a pretty old tradition is told that God 
Mahadeva pleased by the austerities of the sage Kanûdu 
appeared to him inthe guise ofan owland revealed the system 
which the latter subsequently embodied in the Sdéras.’ 
‘A Rishi named Ulaka is mentioned in the Mahdbhdruta, 
but nothing can be said as to what connection he had with 
the Vaiseshika system. The name Aulákya is, however, 
considerably old, being mentioned by Udyotakdra and Kwmnd- 
rila, The name Vaiseshihz occurs even in the scholium 
of Prásastapáda, who also rofers to the tradition about God 
, Mahadeva just mentioned.” Vdyu-Purda« makes Aksha- 
pada, Kandda and Uluka sons of Vydsv,* but no reliance 
, can be placed on such an authority. 


It has been already shown that the present collection 
of Vaiseskika aphorisms is posterior to the 4th contury 
B. C.,snd the references to it contained in Vateydyrna’s 
commentary on Gotama’s work prove that it must have 
existed before the Sth century A. D. Vütsyáyana 
mentions it as weardazy, enumerates the six 0४- 
‘tegories ° and actually quotes one aphorism of Kandda.* 


Sb Ann ngos IH Hg pt जीनी 


' Sugiura on the authority of a Chinese work /shiki Jutsuki says he 
was called rice-eater because he used to go out and eat rice obtained 
from women, while he was called Ulfka, because he lived in a 
mountain and was very ugly. Vide Sugiura’s Hindu Loyie as preserved 
in Chana"and Japan p. 14 

१ Sary, D. B. Cale, ed. p, 110 ` 

* Bhün&chárya : Nydya-Kosha, Intro, p 2. 
^ Nyáya-Vürtika, Bibl. Ind. p. 168 ; Tanira-Vártika l, 1, 4 

१ p. B. Bem ed. p. 234 

° See the verses quoted in P, B. Ben. ed. Intro. p. 10. 

7 अस्त्यन्यद्पि दब्यहणकर्मसामान्यविशेषसमवाया» प्रमेयम्‌ । तद्भेदेन चाऽ्पारिसदख्येयम्‌ । 
Vat. on G, 8, I, 1,9 

४ ग्रस्माद्विषाणी तस्मादश्व हते ( V. S. IIT, 1. 16 ) किमघुमानामेंति चेत्‌ सन्तानांपेपाधै- 
रुंपपादितःदब्दसन्तान, etest Vát on G. 8. 11, 2, 86 
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‘This is the ptmost that we can say with certainty about the 
age of Kanéda!s work. The date of Prasastapdda, the earli- 
est scholiast of Kandda, is equally uncertain. He cannot 
be the same as the Rishi Prasasta mentioned inthe Prava- 
radhydya of Baudháüyana-Sütra for Baudhdyana-Satra being 
composed before the 4th century B.C.,' Prasastapdda and 
" fortiori Kanddu would have to be placed long before that 


time. Prasastapida has also been identified with Gotama, 


the author of .Vyiya-Sitras,? but it seems to be a mistake 
So no inference as to the age of the Taiseshka-Sut?us can 
be drawn from the date of the commentatur. The six ca- 
tegories as well as the proofs are mentioned inthe medical 
work of Charaka, who has been identified with Patuiyal, 
the author of the MaAábháshya But even if this 
identity is correct, the original work of Charaka hav- 
ing been subsequently recast and enlarged by Dridha- 
hala, particular passages from it cannot be relied upon for 
historical purposes. 


Happily we can obtain better results in the case of 
U'otina!s work. That it is posterior to the rise of Buddhism 
is evident 00 its face, for Buddhistic doctrines are expressly 
mentioned therein." It is also, as has been already shown, 
later than the lutter part of the fifth century B. O., the 
time of Bddardyena’s Brabna-Sütras which, while refuting 
Vaiseshike doctrines, make no mention of the cognate school 
oj Naiydyihas. Goldstiicker says that both <Kdtydyana 
und Pateijad: knew of the Nydya Sdtras.” Now Pautañ; ali 
is suid to have written his great work about 140 B. ( 
but Kátyáyana's date is not so certain. According to a story 
told in Kathi-Sarit-Sdgara, Kátyáyana was a pupil of 
Upavarsha and a minister of king Nanda who reigned about 
350 B. C. " Goldstücker makes light of the authority of 


प ना enr Ed irit eer ue Pe PETRA seer rr rri pea eg aue आ कक 


1 Bühler : Sacred Laws ( S. Be E. Series ) Part I Apastamba, Intro. 
p. XXII. ? BhimAcharya $ Nydya Kosha Intro. p. 2. , a 

8 Parama-Laghu-Manjüshá. A verse said to be from Mogabdija.calls 
‘Patahjali, a writer on three sciences, grammar, medicine, and Yoga. 

* G. S. III, 2, 11-13 5 Goldstiicker’s Paxini, p. 157. 9 Ibid p. 234. 

7 Kathd-Sanl-Sagara 1, 6, Max Miller: Hislory of Ancient Sans" 
brit Literature, p. 240. 
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Kathd-Sarit-Sdgara, but it is hard to believe that such V 
story could have got currency without some sort of fouuda- 
, tion. Ifthe story is true the .Vy&jya-Sütras would have to 
be placed before 350 B. C. Kétydyana’s date is now general- 
ly taken to be about the middle of the 4th century D. O. ! : 
and so Gotama will have to be placed before that time. 
There is another fact which confirms this conclusion. Sudarea 
Srimin, the scholiast on Jaimins’s Sitrus, often quotes an 
ancient author whom he calls Bhagarén Upucarsha, and 
who must have, therefore, lived a long time before him. 
, This Vpavarsha is said to have written commentaries on 
both the Jfimdmsa Siitras.* If he be the same as the reput- 
ad teacher of Kdtydyanu above mentioned, he must have 
lived in the first part of the 4th century B. Ca’ Now a 
passage quoted by Sabara Srdmin from the commentary of 
this Upavarshe’ shows that he was intimately acquainted 
with Goéuma’s system and largely adopted its doctrines. 
' Gotama’s work mast, therefore, have been composed be- 
fore the 3rd century B. C., that is, it belongs to the 4th cen- 
tury B. 0.9 
There is another piece of evidence, which, though ap- 
parently conflicting with the above conclusion, really sup- 
ports it. Apastamba the author of the Dharma-Sttre, knew 
both the 26706 and the Uttara Mimdnsd systems, but not 
the Nyáya.* 18 true that Apastambu in two passages of 


(अ 


हिस्सा mination अवि rur, 


' Eggeling's S’diapatha-Brdhmaxa ( S. B, E. Series ) Intro, p. 30. 

* Qolebrooke's Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I. p. 357. 

* Another story in Somadeva-Bbhatta's ;Kathd-Sarii-Sdyara makes 
him live in PAtaliputra during the reign of Nanda, i, e., about 850 B. C; 
but no reliance can be placed on the chronological data furnished by 
this book in the absence of other evidence. 

4 Sdbara-Bháshya, Bibl, Ind. p. 10 , for an English translation of the 
passage see Colebrooke's Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I, p. 328, 

ô This conclusion will not be affected^by any date that may bo assign 

«ed to Panini. Goldstücker places Panini long before the rigo of Bud. 
dhism and holds that he did not know Gotama’s work. Pánim mentions 
the word स्याम but only in the sense of a syllogism or rather a thesis, such 
as thore in Jaimini’s work, See Guidstuoker's Papini, p. 152, 

5 Bubltr : Sacred. Laws (8. B. E. Series ) Part I A pasiunii, Intro. 
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his work ases the word न्याय and sarafa respectively’; but 
there he clearly refers to Pürca-Mimámsá,and not tothe system 
of Gotama. Nor is this use of the word uncommon in ancient 
writings. The fict that the word न्याय, which was snbsequent- 
ly monopolized by the followers of Gotama, is applied 


by Apastamba to the system of Jaimini, shows that at his 
time (Gotama’s system was either unknown, or at least 


80 new as not to have attaine lany wide celebrity. Apastamba 
according to Buhler must have lived before the third 
century B. C. and even 150 or 200 years earlier’; but his 
knowledge ofthe two Jimámsás shows that he could not 
have lived long before 400 B. C.) Gotame’s work must there- 
fore be assigned to the end of the 5th or the beginning of 
the 4th Century D. C. 


It is needless to state after this that our Gotama is quite ' 


differeut trom Gotamu the author of a Dhermu-Sdira 
who preceded Baudhdyana and was «e fortiort prior to 
Apastamés*; nor has he anything to do with the mythical 


sige of that name mentioned in the Admdyena and Muhd- 
bhérata asthe sou of Utathya and the husband of Ahilyd 


Nothing is known abont the personality of our author, and 
it is even doubtful whether his real name was Gotama or 


Gautama. Boing a Brahman he could uot have belonged to 
the race from which the founder of Buddhism sprang. He 
is also called Adshapdda or uthshucharana, but the origin 


of the name is not known. Some have conjectured that the > 


epithet was a nick-name given to Gotama. for his peculiar 
theory of sensual perception, and means one who stands or 
walks upon organs of sense ( अक्ष ); but there is no au- 
thority for this. At any rate the author, whoever he may 
be, possessed great originality and a grasp of general 
principles that enabled bim to systematize fle science of 


logie for the first time. He cannot, however, be said to : 


have founded it, for logical rules seem to have prevailed 
even before his time. Manu proclaims the need of reason 
for «x correct understanding of the sacred law, while 


7 Apastamba-Dharma-Sátra 11, 4, 8, 13 ; and 11, 6, 14, 13, a 
? Bühler : Sacred Laws ( S, B. E. Series ) Part I, Apastumba, Intro, 


p. xliii. . . 
. * Ibid. p. xx and lv, « * Manu-Smiriti xii, 106. 
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Badariyanu goes to the other extreme of- declaring 
the utter futility of our reasoning power to discover 
truth.’ Besides, it is quite obvious that, unless the art 
of reasoniug had been practised for a long time previous, and 
had been considerably developed, neither the philosophical 
Speculations in the Upemshads nor the rise of herotical 
sects, such as the Chdredhas, Bauddhas and Juinas, 
could have Been possible. What then did Gotwmu achieve ? 
What is his place in the history of Indian logic? This 
is an interesting question, and would, if satisfactorily 
answered, throw a flood of light on the early history of 
Indian philosophy. 


( Gotama was certaiuly not the pioneer. The very fact that 
he has evolved a logieal system completo and well knit in 
all essential respects would lead us to suspect that he must 
have used materials left by his predecessors and profited by 
their errors. / This is not a 11078 inference however, for 
Vátsyáyana in his Commentary on G. S, 1, 1, 52, actually 
tells us that there was a school of Vuydyikas who roquired 
ten premises in a syllogism, and that (Jotama reduced their 
number to A This is quite probable, for Indian.systema- 
tists always our brevity, and even (ofama’s tive premis- 
es were subsequently reduced hy others to three. Gotama 
therefore, must have been proceded by other labourers in the 
same field whose works have been eclipsed by his 
superior treatise. External evidence would lead us even 
a step further.(The two passages from Apastamba’s Dharma- 
Shira, referred to above, show that the word sary was 
formerly applied to Parva-Mimdshsd, Similar passages are 
also found in many ancient Smritis and also some modern 
works in which,the same word or its derivatives are used in 
connection with Jaimini’s systeth. So late a writer as 
Madhavichérya calls his epitome of Jaimini's work न्‍्यायमाला- 
बिस्तर, while many other Mimdmsé works have न्याय as 
‘part of thejr titled The various theses propounded in Jaimins’s 
work are called A yayas, and even 26888 uses the word 


martes डडेााआााबाआाआरयय 
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Broh ma-Shive II, t, 1l. 
Vat. on G. 8, In, 88, 
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` im a similér sense.! How then are we to explain the fact 
that a word so generally used by the Mimdmsakas came 
afterwards to designate the rival nnd totally dissimilar 
system of Gotama. Asa general rule we find that when a 
new school arises it coins its own phraseology to distinguish 
itself from its predecessors. In this case, however,the followers 
of Gotama appropriated an old word, and that, word stuck 
to them so fast as to become afterwards their exclusive 
property.,;The explanation, it seems, lies in the fact that 
the science of logic which afterwards developed into a 
separate system was originally the child of Pérea-Mimdmsd. 

Analogy of other arts and sciences points to the same 
conclusion. All sciences in India appear to have sprung 
out of sacrificial necessities. Astronomy was founded on 
the rules by which Vedic Risks ascertained the correct 
time for performing periodical sacrifices, from the 
movements of heavenly bodies. While medicine had its 
germ in the analysis of the properties of Soma plant 
and other sacrificial substances, music was first 
cultivated by the Udgdiri priest for singing his 
Sdman hymns, and a knowledge of architecture and geo- 
metry was found to be essential in constructing the sacri- 
ficial pandal and the Véd;. Itis probable, therefore, that 
the art of reasoning also originated in some requirement of 
the all important sacrifice. Such requirements were mainly 
two, the correct interpretation of vedic texts on "which the 
due performance of the sacrifices depended, .and victory in 
the philosophical and other discussions which were usually 
held in the intervals of sacrifices. It was a special function 
of the Brahman priest to give decisions on any disputed points 
that might arise in the course ofa sacrifice, and this he 
could not have done unless he was a master of ratiocination. 
Such decisions which maf be likened to the chairman’s 
rulings in a modern assembly, are scattered through the 
ancient Brdhmanas, and are collected together às so many 
Nydyas inthe ancient Parva-Mimdmsé aphorisms of Jaimini, 
The philosophical disquisitions were collected in the various 


1 Panini’s Sdjra Hl 2, 122. 
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Uvamehads and produced the system of Uttara=Mimdmst. 
Jaimini lays down miny rules of exegesis which seem to be 
the direct progenitors of the lozical rules of Gotama. The vari- 
ous tests for instance illustrated in the third chapter of 
Jaimim'!sattempttodetermine whether a rite ora Vedie direc- 
tion is principal or auxiliary are only so many varietios of 
inference. The fg so often mentioned by Jamini must hav 
suggested the yq and अपरेश of Gotama aud  Wanáda respec 
tively. We may therefore suppose that it is the Mimámsakas 
who, first prompted by exegetical necessity, developed 
sundry rulesof logic which they illustrated by means of 
what they called Nydyas or theses. 'When therefore Manu 
or Apastamba speaks of तर्क or न्याय we must understand by the 
term these rules of inference as applied to Vedic interpre- 
tation. The utility of these rules for other purposes, founded 
as they mainly are on the broad basis of common sengo, 
could not have but been porceived very soon and naturally 
taken advantage of. This secularization 80 to say of these 
exegetical rules of Pürca-Mimámsá gave birth to a scienc 
which was at first known by the name of आन्वीक्षिकी:/ It 
probably got its modern appellation of Nydya, when Gotama 
raised it into a philosophical system by including in his 
treatise disquisitions on sundry metaphysical topics, such 
as the origin of knowledge, eternity of sound, nature of proof 
und the agency of God. If this hypothesis is correct, we 
can form a tolerably clear idea of the task Gotama set before 
himself and which he has performed so admirably. From 
a bundle of experimental rules which were known only as 
a secular art called आन्वीक्षिकी anf said by some to be subsidi- 
ary to अथर्ववेद, Gotama evolved a system which at once 
became the rival of the two Mimdrsdsand which from thence 
forward exercisedastrong sway over generations of Indian 
Pandits. Gotama can very well be compared in this respect with 
Aristotle or Immanuel Kant. Nay in one sense his influ- 
ence has-been even greater; for Kant nnd Aristotle failed to 
supplant their predecessors completely, while Gotama con- 
structed a new system, as it were, which eclipsed all previ- 
ous attenipts and which has from.his time become the sole 
standard for posterity. 
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The work of Gotama differs in many respects from that 
of Kanda, While the former is methodical and details a 
system of logic practically complete, the latter discldses no 
consistent aim and no arrangements of parts.’ It has the 
the appearance of a loose bundle of critical notes on the 
principal philosophical topics of the day. This fact raises 
a doubt as to whether Kandda’s aphorisms were ever thereal 
basis of the Vazseshika system as we find it now. The oldest 
exponent of the complete system as described in all modern 
Vaiseshika works Prasastapdda, and he may for aught 
we know, be its real founder also. The supposition is not 
so improbable as it might appear at first sight. Almost 
allthe peculiar doctrines that distinguished the later 
Vaiseshikas from the Naiydyzkus and other schools are to 
be found in Prasastapdda’s work and are conspicuously absent 
in Kandda’s Sütras. The doctrines about fer, पाकजोत्पत्ति, 
बिभागजविभाग, and several others. which are regarded as pecu- 
liarities of the Watseshita system, are not even touched 
upon in Kandda’s aphorisms, although they are pretty fairly 
discussed in Prasastapdda’s Bháshya. The seven categories 
on which the whole Vaiseshika system is based are probably 
an afterthought ; and even the doctrine of विशेष which ac- 
cording to some gave the name to the system appears to be 
a later development. Kunde restricts the word अर्थ ( cate- 
gories properly so called) to three things only, क्रव्य यण and 
qi; Prasastapdda enlarges the number to six, and some 
later author added अभाव.” 


It is true that the aphorism THAT ITAATT TSTHUREHWI- | 
सास्यविशेषसमबायानां पदार्थानां साधम्यवेधम्यभ्यां तत्तज्ञानालिओयस-, 
सिद्धिः’ enumerates the six categories; but this aphor- 
ism is most probably a later interpolation. It is in- 
ordinately long, unlike other aphorisms of Kanda, and 
contains a number of distinct propositions that would 

—— 1 ennai | 


अर्थ इति दब्ययणकर्मस 1 V. 5. ४111, 2, 8, 
2 Several Mgs, of Praéastapáda's Bháshys end with the.colophon 
इति मशस्तपादूविरचितं हष्यादिषद्रपदार्थ भाष्यं मावस, 
? V.S. 1.1, 4 
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have sufficed for halt a dozen Sairas. Besides it is véry l 
awkwardly worded if not positively ungrammatical. A com- 
parisoh of this aphorism with the opening passage of 
Prasastapáda!s scholium leaves hardly any doubt about its 
Spuriousness.  Prasastapdda’s passage ruus thus :— 
दृव्यणणकर्मसासान्याविशेषस मवायानां पण्णां पदार्थानां साधर्म्यवैधर्म्पतत्त्वशार्न 
निःश्रेयसहेतुः १ तच्चेश्वरचोद्नमित्यक्ताद्धमदिव ॥' 


Now one of these two passages must be an adaptation of 
the other. According to Kirandvali, this passage of Prasasta- 
pada explains only the first three 8077८5 of Kandda, which 
implies that the fourth Sdtra quoted above was unknown 
to the scholiast, Hence if Kirandval is to be believed, the 
aphorism must be the later of the two. Sridhara, the author 
of Nydya-Kandali, speaks to the same effect. In introducing 
the last sentence he says that it was added to remove any 
apparent inconsistency between the preceding sentence and 

_Kandda’s second aphorism यतोऽभ्युद्यानिःभ्रेयसासिद्धिः स wat | 
Whe inconsistency is that while according to the scholiast 
knowledge of categories is the means of 'नि:श्रेयस, Kandda 
speaks of it as resulting from wef; and this inconsistency is 
removed by the scholiast by adding that the knowledge of 
: categories itself springs from’ चर्म as revealed in divine com- 
mandments,' So according to Sridhara this last clause is 
an addition of the scholiast intended to remove the apparent 
inconsistency, and yet it is summed up in the opening words 
of the fourth Sdéra, घर्मा बिशेषधसूताव्‌ः Hither these words or the 
whole aphorism must therefore have Leen suggested by 
Pragastapdda’s passage. Ifthe aphorism, as it stands now, 
had existed before, there would have been no सुत्रविशेध, and 
therefore no necessity for Prasastapdda’s additional clause 
तेश्वरचोदमाभिव्यक्तादवमादेव. We must, therefore, suppose 
that the aphorism was added by some later writer in order 
^to supply what appeared to him an oversight of Kanddy. 
Besides, the fact that there should have been even the 
suspicion of a contradiction between the enumeration of six 
categories and Kandda’s second sdtra proves that the six 
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1 P. B, Ben. ed, pp. 6, 7. 
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‘categories were not thought of by Kandda and were for the 


first time mentioned by his scholiast, Prasastapdda. We 
must, therefore, construe the aphorism अर्थ इाति दृष्यछणकर्मस 
as implying that Kanida mentioned only three categories 
to which the scholiast added three more, while the seventh was 
added still lator.’ Ifany doubtisfelton the point, a critical 
examination of the aphorisms which are supposed to define 
सामान्य and विशेष will dispel it. These aphorisms speak of 
विशेष as well as of सामान्य in a way quite different from the 
later conceptions of the two categories. Aphorisms सामान्यं 
विशेष इति बुद्धघपेक्षस and अन्यत्नान्त्येभ्यो विशेषेभ्यः are especially 
significant. The first shows that Kandédda used the word 
विशेष as a relative term opposed to सामान्य, meaning that 
the notions of genus and «differentia are always relative, 
and that the same property may be a genws with respect to 
one class, and a diferentea with respect to another class 
of things. ec, for iustance, is 2 genus as including all 
jars under one class, and a differentia as distinguishing all 
jars from other substances, as cloth and men. The second 
aphorism shows that Kandde distinguishes ultimate differences 
of things from other differentiae by giving to the former the 
special name of अन्त्याबिहेषः Itis these ultemate differences 
that are denoted by the later Veiseshikas by the category 
बिशेष ; and the fact that Aandda regards them only as one 
species of differentia shows that he did not include them in 
a separate category having absolute and not merely a relative 
existence. The conclusion is irresistible that the अन्त्यविद्येष8, 
which were at first only one kind of differentia, were after- 
wards developed into an independent category. The notions 
of सामान्य and समवाय can also be shown to have originated 
in the same way." " 


It will be thus seen that unlike JVyága, Vaiseshika was 
never given out to the world as a cut and dry system. It was 
gradually evolved as the ever-flowing stream of controversy . 
PEE RRR TL FNC ————————— 


8 Stnilarky while Kandda mentions only 17 qualities, the scholiast 
adds seven more, gv" and others, making in all 24, which number has 
been accepted by all later writerg. 


* 
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suggested new points or disclosed the faults of old ones.’ 
Prasastapida thus oceupiesa somewhat intermediate position 
between Ke idt and his later commentators. He is sufficiently 
removed in time from — Artus to call him à muni and a 
deseiple of MzAeseara,! while he himself is regwded almost 
as a sciniemythical persos 1299 by later writers. His ave 
cannot, however, be ascertained even approximately. The 
earliest kno vu commentary on Prasustuprida’s work is that 
of Sridhar who gives his own date as 991 A. D. He must 
also have preceded Sankardchirya who seems to quote from 
him several times. The opinions ascribed by Sankurdchdryu 
to the Kéndda school are all found iu Praiustapáda's work.’ 
Srickarana, in his commentary on Sériraha-Bhashya called 
Praketdrihu, says that a particular view criticised by San- 
Aura belongs tothe older school of Vuiseshitas though opposed 
to that, contained in Adeana’s Bhdshys. The view referred 
to is propounded by Prasastupéda who must, theretore, be 
older than Aézano.? This BAdshys of Rede which way be 
a commentary either on Kandda’s 0688 or Prasastapdda's 
own work, is noh available, nor is its date known. Udeyane’s 
Kirapürub is, however, said to have beon based upon it.’ 
If this कवळ is the same as the reputed author of à. com- 
mentary on (09०66 he appears to have been a very auciont 
author, and Prasastapdda must be still older. Moreover, 
if Prasustapdda was as suggested above the first to enumora- 
te the six categories, he must have preceded Vdéisydyana 
who mentions them.’ Nothing more definite can be said 
ou the point for the present, and we must, therefore, 
leave Prosastapdda’s date too as one of the uncertainties of 
Indian chronology." 


! P. B. Bon. ol. pp. 1 and 329. 
Cf, the passages in Sáriraka- Bháshya ( Anandushram ed, pp. 514-5 
and p 519 with the passagesin P.B,Ben ed.p, 48 and p. 828 rospectively 
3 Piasatapida has also been referred to as प्रशस्तचरण, प्रशास्तकर' and 
प्रझस्तदेष and some even identify him with Gotama See Vindhyes vari. 
prasdda’s Iniro, to Vaieshiba Darsana (Bibl. Ind. ed.) 


* P, B, Ben ed. Intro. p. 12 note, १ Vai. on G.S. I, 1, 9, 


8 If Charaka, the wtiter on medicine, is correctly idóntifled with Pa- 
tanjali, Prasastapida must be'anterior to him. fee p. XXXI supra 
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. The age of commentaries proper begins with Váésy&áyana, 
otherwise known as Pakshila-Scdmin, whose commentary on 
Gotama’s work is the oldest known work of the kind we 
now possess.!  Váisyáyana must have lived about the end 
of 5th century A. D. for he preceded the well-known Bad- 
dhist teacher Dinnåza who is said to bave lived in the early 
part of the 6th century.’ .JDiünága was succeeded by the 
celebrated author of Udyota who is meutioned by Subandhu 
writing in the 7th century. Udyotakdra is said to have 
written his work to dispel the errors of Dinndga and 
others, and Véchaspati in his Tik@ adds that his 
principal object was to defend Véisydyana against the at- 
tacks of Dinandga.* 

According to the Jain Sloka-Vartika, Udyotakára was in 
his turn answered by Dharmakirti Now Dharmakirti is 
known to have lived in the first half of the 7th century‘ 


t 


1 Was Vátsyáyana a Buddhist? iome have supposed him to be so be- 
cause his work does not begin with a prayer to any of the Hindu deities. 
But the epithet ~vimin as well the fact that the Buddhist wiiter D.unága 
controverts lis views shuld leave no. doubt about his orthodoxy. He 
was also called Dramila ( Dravida ?) or Pakshilasvimin. He was a 
native of Conjeeveram and lived about A, D. 400 i. e. a century before 
Dinniga and Vasubandhu. See S, C. Vidyabhushana’s Indian Logics 
Medieval School, pp. 68-72. 

2 Max Miller: Indira, What can tt teach us? Ist ed. p. 320. Dinnága 
ia said to have introduced the universal proposition err? into the Indian 
syllogism for the first time. 

$ Vasavadatid( Calc. ed, p. 235) has न्याय।स्थैतिमिवोद्योतकरएवरूपाम। See 
also Dr. Hall’s Preface to his edition of thit work, Udyotakaia was 
called Bhiradvija and lived at Thaneswar near Delhi. He was a 
preceptor of the Pás'upsta sect. 

4 Seo quotation at P. B. Ben. ed. Intro. p. 10. Udyotakdra himself 
says 5— " 

यदक्षपाद' प्रवरो सुनीनां WATT शास्त्र जगतो जगाद । 
कुतार्किकाज्ञानानिश ig: करिष्यते तस्य सया नित्रन्धः t 

Also see Weber, Zeitschr. D. M, C, XXII. 727, and Colebrooke Miscele 
laneous Essays Vol. 1 p. 282, Cowell’s noto, i 

5 J. B. B. R. A. S, Vol. XVIII p, 229. ° 

e Tbid.p. 90, Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhushana thinks that Dharmakirti 
and Udyotakdra were contemporaries and flourished about 633 A. D, 
See Indian Logie, Medieval school. p. $105 and Bhandarkar Memorial 
dne p. 164. . 


m 
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Diùnåga and Udyotahára therefore must have kelonged - to’ 
the 6th, and Vá/syiyana at the latest to the end of the 5th 
eentary. Vitsydyant is not, however, the oarliest scholiast 
on (obuma!s Sitras. The alternative interpretations of G. 8. 
I. 1, 5 given by him show that the traditional meaning was 
obscared at his time, and that several writers before him 
had interpreted the 8808 in different ways. The interval 
between Gotama and Vátsydyane is considerable and could 
not have pasyed without producing some notable writers; 
yet no relics of the period appear to have been left behind. 
Hither the Scythian inroads which ravaged the country 
from the lst century B. C. to the 4th century A. D. 
must have swept away all literary records ofthe period, 
or some unknown cause must have lulled philosophical ne~ 
tivity for the time. 


After Udyotnktrea there seems to have occurred another 
long gap in the succession of orthodox Nydya writers until the 
end of lOth century, when a revival took place under the 
influence of the author of न्यायकन्दली which is the earliest 
known commentary on Prasgastapida’s Bhashya. Sridhara wrote 
at least three other works named safe, तस्वबोध, and 
तत्त्वसंवादिनी, The absence of any eminent Nydya or Vatseshiha 
writer between Udyotakdra and Sridhara makes it highly 
probable that the tradition was broken in the interval. This 
interregnum so to say is the more inexplicable as the period 
was one of intense intellectual activity. Controversies bos 
tween the Brahmins as represented by the ALimdmsakas and 
Vedántins on the one hand and the Buddhistsand the Jainas 
on the other occupy almost the whole of this period ; and it 
is strange that the followers of Gotama and Kandda did 
not freely enter into the fray. — Vá/sytjana and Udyotakdra 
set the hall of controversy rolling,but no Nydya or Vaiseshi- 
ka writer seems to have taken up the cudgels on their be- 
half immediately after Dharmahirti’s strictures. The task 
of answering the great Buddhistic writer was left to Mimdm- 
sakas like Kumdrila, S’ankardcharya and Mandana, who 
were by no means favourable either to the JVyáya or to the 
Vaiseshika systems. Dhurmottara defended ' Dharmakirti 
against the criticisms of K umdrila and Mangana, and we again 
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" find Sridhara a Na yåyka auswering Dharmotiara. Though the 
Nydya and Varseshika systems had thus no spokesman of 
their own during this interregnum, the individual doctrines 
ineuleated by them were not a bit neglected. They were 
fully handled by the rival disputauts as if they had by that 
time become the common property ofall schools.The Mimágisa- 
kas strongly controverted the doctrine of non-eternity of 
sound, and the Vedántins criticized the atomic theory. The 
Prábhákaras started novel views about Samaréya, while all 
the schools fought over the proper number and nature of 
proofs. The answer to these criticisms came partly from 
the Buddhists aud the Jainas and partly from the later 
Nydya writers. The fact scems to be that at this time the 
Nyéye and mr :more the Vazseshea doctrines, despite 
smaller diff „uces, found their strongest supporters among 
the Buddhists and tlie Jainas, many of whose tencts closely 
resembled the peculiar doctrines of the Vozseshkas. The 
Nydya-Bindu, for instance, which can now be safely ascrib- 
ed to Dharmakiriz,' is a purely WVwiseshika treatise 
while the Pramána-Samuchehaya of Dinndya and Dharmakir- 
28 Vartikas on it must also have been largely indebted to 
previous Varseshiku works. This mast also be the rea- 
son why Vaiseshhas were at this time looked upon almost 
as heretics.’ 


The alliance of the Vaiseshi&as with the Buddhists and 
the evident tendency of many of their theories towards 
atheism and materialism alarmed the orthodox writers of 
the Mimånså and Vedénia schools who at once consigned 
them to the purgatory of non-believers. Sarhardchérya calls 
them Ardha-Vaindsihkas ( Semi-Budduists ), while Kumdrila 
brackets them with Sákyas as heretics who are frightened 


————————w—— —— ————— n 


!J, B. B. R. A, 8. Vol. xxx p. 47. and S. C. Vidyabhushana's 
Indian Log. Mediæval School p. 109, 


? For a detailod account of Jaina and Buddhistic Logicians, see Dr. 
Satischandra  "Vidyabhushana's, Indian Logic, Medieval School and 
for Chinese and Japanese writers soe Suguiia's Mindu Philusophy ag 
preserved in China and Japan 
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out of their wits by the advent of the faithfnl AMimánsakas. 
And yet a glance at Prasastapdda’s Bhdshya will show that 
the Vaiieshihus were at leist as orthodox aud as decidedly 
anti-Buddhistic as cithor the A/imdmsatrs or the Veddutens 
Prasustapdda begins, with a prayer to God and coucludes 
by ascribing the origin of the world as well as of the 
Vaisesleka system to Mahesvira. Hs aceopts the autho- 
rity of Srudi and occasionally coutroverts the views of the 
Buddhists. The notion of Vaiseskekas beiug heretical pro- 
bably originated in the din of controversy between the Bud. 
dhists and the Mimdrmsakas, and the prejudice thus created 
stuck to them fora long time afterwards. The system of 
Nyéya, however, seoms to have escaped tho stigma of heresy, 
probably owing to its comparative neglect in this period. 
The controversies of this period mainly raged round metaphy- 
sical and theological questions which were monopolized by 
the Vaiseshika, while the purely logical part of Gotama’s 
system did not provoke much opposition. Only one doc- 
trine of the Natydyikas was made the subject of controversy, 
namely the theory of a personal Creator of the universe. 
This doctrine was strongly advocated by the sect of Páéu- 
pias, and various sub-sections of Bhdgavatas. These theis- 
tic Schools probably derived theiriuspiration from Gotama’s 
work, but they very soon became distinct religious secte.’ 
On the whole it appears that, although there is a lack of 
special Nydya or Vaiseshika works in this period, the vari- 
ous doctrines laid down by Gotama and Kandda were fully 
threshed out and underwent additions and alterations which 
were not even dreamt of by previous writers. 


The interregnum from Udyotakdra’s time to the end of 
the 10th century may have been produced by varions causes 
Which cannot be known at present ; nor can we say for cer- 
tain how the subsequent revival was brought about. Perhaps 
learned men at this time were too much occupied with reli- 
gious and sectarian disputes to attend to the drier subtleties 
of logic. The fact however, cannot be denied, for while none 
of the known works of Nydya or Vaiseshika proper can be 


1 Max Miller $ History of Ancient Sanskrit Literature p. 48, 
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assigned to the interval between the 7th and the 10th cen- 
turies, the succeeding age is marked by such an inrush of 
Nyåya and Vaiseshi&a, writers as more than atoned for the 
inactivity of the previous period. The most notable produc- 
tions of this later age are a series of com-reutiries on the 
works of Prasastapáda and Vátsyáyena who had then come 
to be looked upon as ancient authorities to be explained 
and enlarged with reverence, rather than criticized or cor- 
rected by abler successors. In this later period boldness 
and originality of thought dwindle in proportion to an in- 
crease of scholastic subtlety. The range of topics is limited, 
but each is treated with a greater fullness and ingenuity. 
There is a distinct tendency towards scholasticism, which 
afterwards assumed such abnormal proportions in the Nud- 
dea school, but the change was not completed till 
four centuries later. It may be described as an age of 
transition from the genuine philosophy of medieval India 
to the scholastic verbiage of modern times; and it is 
a striking fact that this age nearly coincides with 
the growth of scholasticism in mediaval Europe. It is not a 
little remarkable that the histury of Indian logic bears in 
this respect a close analogy to the progress of thought in 
Europe. If Gotama lived about the same time as Aristotle, 
Vdrsydyane was probably the contemporary of Boethius and 
the Revivalists ; while the modern Achéryas, such as 
Sridhara, Váchaspati and Udayana flourished in the same 
age which produced Thomas Aquinas and Duns Scotus in 
the West. Are we then to suppose that human mind in 
India as well as in Europe passed successively through the 
same phases of philosophie development and nearly at the 
same rate of progress ? The question is difficult to answer, 
but the coincidences are none the less^interesting. | 

The first writer of this age of revival was Sridhara 
who wrote his Nydya-Kendali in 991 A. D.! Sridhara 


“दना 


सश 


l Bee P. B. Ben. ed. p. 331. The colophon contains the line, sq qequir- 
चंरनवझतशाकाब्दे म्यायकम्दुली रचिता । which gives Saké 913 i.e, 901 A. D. as 
the date of the compusition of the work, Bhandarkar ( Report on Search 
of SK. Mss. for,1883-4 p. 314 ) reads the line as अधिकवशोचर, which gives 
the date aké 910 or 988 A. D., bit this must be a mistake, for the word 
अभिक is inexplicable without 1%, > 
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takes great pains to refute the opinions of "Kumérle and 
Suresvara alias Mandana onthe ono hand as wellas Dharmot- 
tara on the other, a fact which seems to show that Sridhara 
was the tirst eminent Vydya writer after them. Itajasokhara, 
a Jain commentator on Vydyu-Kenduli! mentions three 
other commentaries on Lrusastupdde’s Bhishya, besides 
Sridharw’s work, viz., the V. yomavati of Siwáchárya the 
Kianávali of Udayana and tho Lildvatt of Sri Vatsa or 
Vallabha, all of which were written after Sridharw’s work 
but before the end of the 13th century. The chronological 
order of these writers may be fixed as Sridkara, Vallabha, 
Udayana, and Sivdditya. ` AIl of them came to be looked 
upon as eminent authorities and honoured with the title of 
Acharya. Bach of thom was distinguished for some new 
conception, or original treatment of old topics. The works 
of Valladha and Sivddityn are not yet available so as to 
enable us to form any definito opinion about them, but their 
views are frequently quoted aud criticized in later works. 
Udayana’s Kirandvalt was probably left unfinished by the 
author, as all the Mss. hitherto available contain only the 
chapters on द्रव्य and gw.’ Sridhara lived as stated above 
at the ond of the teuth century. Ho was followed by Vachss 
pati Misra in the llth century, who wrote commentaries 
on all the principal philosophical systems, and whose works 
have been deservedly held iu the highest estimation by the 
succeeding generations.’ Váehaspati, tho author of DBAámati 
and Shikhya-‘lattva-Kaumudi, wrote an equally able com- 
mentary on the Vártikas of Udyotakára, called Vádrtiha- Tat- 
parya-Tikå and this Tiké of Vichasyut became the text of 
another commentaty, Tétparya-Panisuddhi by Udayana.” 


! P. B. Ben. ed. Intro. p. 19. 
2 Gee the opening passage of Tarka-Dipika—p. 1, and Note thereon, 
pe 72 infra. 

. 8g. B. B. 8. A. S. Vol. xviii. p. 90." Cowell in the proface to hia 
* translation of Kusumdnjali tries to prove that Vdchuspati lived in the 
^10th century ; but his view cannot be accepted as Vdchaspati quotes 

` शाजवार्तिक of King Bhoja who reigned in A. D. 993 Satischandra Vidya- 
bhushang also places Váchaspaiiin 976 A. D. when he is said to have 
composed his Nydya-sdchi-nebandha. ' 
4 Bhandarkar : Report on Search of Sk, MSS. for 1888-4, p. 81. 
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Udayanücháryg, the author of Kiranavali and Parisuddhi 
lived, therefore, some time after Váchaspati, and may be 
assigned to the end of the 12th century.! Udayana is the 
greatest Natydyka writer of this age. He combines in 
himself the two-fold character of an eminent dialectician 
and a religiousrevivalist, and has consequently become the 
centre of a number of traditions which have perhaps little 
foundation in fact. A story, for instance, is told of his 
having once made a pilgrimage to the temple of Jagannath, 
where he found the temple-door shut against him. On 
this the irate Nasydyika addressed the following couplet to 
the Deity :— 


ऐश्वर्यसदभत्तोऽसि मामवज्ञाय वर्तसे । 
उपस्थितेषु qnx मदधीना तव स्थितिः ॥* 


“Infatuated with omnipotence asthou art, thou treatest 
me with contempt; but ( remember) when the heretics 
approach, thy very existence depends upon me." 


This irreverent apostrophe was probably founded on the 
fact that Udayana wrote two well-known treatises to prove 
the existence of God and to refute the atheistical objections 
of the Bauddhas and other heretics. These treatises 
respectively known as Kusumdnjali and Bauddha-dhikhára, 
though small, prove Udayano to be a very acute and powerful 
writer. Udayana is said to have carried on a vigorous crusade 
against the Bauddhas and the Jainas; and if-Monier Williams 
is right in assigning the complete decay of Buddhism in India 
to the beginning of the thirteenth century,? Udayana must 
have taken a leading part in giving the death-blow. At any 
rate the great prominence given in all thelater works to 
इंश्वरकारणवाद or the doctrine of a persdnal Creator of the 
Universe may be ascribed to Udayana’s influence. It is 


1 Cowell’s Preface to his translation of Kusumdujah, p x,J.B.B.R. . 
A. 8. Vol. XVIII p. 89-90. Dr. S. C. Vidydbhushana places him about 
984 A. D. on the authority of a verse in his Lakshazávah. Vide 
Bhandarkar Memorial Volume p. 165. 


? Nehemiah Gore's Rational Refutation of Hindu philosophy translate 
ed by F. Hall, p. 6, note, Monier Williams : Buddhism, p. 170. 


a 
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highly probable that Udayana’s works gave a strongimpetus 
to the Saica, Vaishnava and other theistic sects which arose 
in large numbers at this time. 79/69/68७8 amougst all the 
Indian svstem tists were from henceforward the strongest 
supporters of monotheism, and the Nudde School in later 
times produced one of the greatest leaders of à modern 
theistic movement, viz., Chaitanya of Bengal. 


Tradition ascribes to Udayana the first conception of. 
the idea of uniting the two sister systems of Nydya and 
Vaiseshika into one harmonious whole. Udayana’s extant 
works do not however support this theory, although it is 
not improbable that he threw out hints to that effect, which 
led some later writer to make the experiment. The earliest 
known work in which the two systems are found actually 
combined. as in many later works, is the Sapfa-Paddrthi of 
Sivdditya Misra,’ and it is possible that he was the first to 
put the idea into practice. Sivdditya is also the first writer 
to mention /6/60 8 as the seventh category and to introduce 
a systematic discussion of logical questions under बुद्धि. 
Sapta-Palári^i may, therefore, be regarded as the model of 
all such later manuals as Tarka-Sangraha, Tarka-~Kaumudi 
and Zarkdmrita. 


As to Vallabháchárya his exact date is uncertain, but 
he appears to have preceded the author of Septa-Padárthi 
if not also Udayana., This seems probable from the mention 
of Nyáya- Lilávati iu a Canarese poem named Darsana-sára 
written by a contemporary poet in praise of King Singhana 
of the Yàdava dynasty of Devagiri, who reigned from A. D. 
1210 to 1247.! Da riina-sára also mentions Udayana 

1 A MS. of Jinavardhana's commentary on Sapta Paddrth? is in the 
Deccan College Library This Jinavardhana lived in Samvat 1471, Pew 
terason mentions a MS. of qutgrdfgit named मितमाषिणी by AMfádhava-Sara- 
swati,as dated Samvat 1405. See Report of the Seirch of Sanskrit MSS, 
for 1898 p. 24. Also Bhandarkar’s Report for 1882-88 p- 25. Prof. Ghate 
mentions a third Commentaly पर्थचान्द्रिका by Ses'ünanta. Prof. Ghate 
places Udayana in 984 A. D. and Ganges'a in the 11016 Century, and 
R'iv&ditya between the two. J. B, B. R. A. Society XX151 p, 34. 


p 


' 2 Bhandarkar : Barly History of the Dekkhan, p. 82. 
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and some other writers.;! but nothing further can be said 
about it until the work is available to the public. It is 
superfluous perhaps to remark that this Vallaóha, the 
author of Nyáya-Lilávati was quite a different personage from 
the great Vaishnavaite reformer of that name who flourished 
in the 15th century.? 


A host of smaller writers such as Varadarájc and Malli- 
४4686 may be mentioned as belonging to this second period, 
but they do not seem to have left any lasting mark on 
subsequent literature. The period may be roughly said to 
have closed about the beginning of the 14th century. It is 
marked by a great activity in the beginning and at the end, 
with an intervening blank which lasted for about 3 centuries 
and which sharply divides the older from the later school of 
writers. The conflict of opinions between the Vaiseshzhas 
and the Naiydyikas as well as the differences between the 
ancient and the modern schools of Naiyáyikos, which are so 
frequently discussed in modern works, seem to have origina- 
ted in this period; and it was perhaps the growth 
of these minute differences that created at the end of 
this period a reaction in favour of -amalgamating 
the two systems. This attempt at amalgamation, 
however, produced an effect exactly contrary to what was 
intended, for it stereotyped the differences instead of removing 
them. We find that in this period almost all the principal 
doctrines were evolved and the details were worked out, on 
which the dialecticians of the third period were exclusively 
to spend their scholastic ingenuity and produce volumes 
after volumes without making any real progress. With 
Udayana and Siváditya we lose sight of writers who deserve 
"———— —————ÁÓ—— —— ————— 

I am indebted for this information to my friend Mr. K. B. 
Pathak formerly of the D®ccan College. He saw a Canarese 
Ms. of दर्शनसार in the library of Brahma-Stri Süstri of Sravana Belgole 
in Mysore territory. It is not known when the book was written, but the 
author appears to have been a contemporary of eer. 


2 Another writer Jayanta wrote Nydya-manjart an indepedent 
Commentary on Ny4Sya-Stitras. He was a native of Kashmir and lived 
‘ in the 1ith century. He quotes Vachaspati and refutes Buddhists. 
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to be called Acháryas, as having aimed at origiualily and 
written epoch-making books. The class of Acháryas or 
masters, was henceforward to give place to that of mere 
Opddhydyas or ordinary pundits. The race of giants was to 
be succeeded by a remarkably versatile and disputatious 
troop of dwarfs. Philosophy lost its freshness as well as its 
charm, and gradually degenerated into a bundle of endless 
controversies. 

The end of the 14th century saw the commencement of 
the third period of Nydya literature; and Gangesa, or 
Gangesopddhydya, the author of Tativa-Chintdmani may be 
said to be its oracle. He founded a new school of text- 
writers and commentators who afterwards came to be known 
as the Nuddea school owing to their having chiefly flourished 
in the tols of Nuddea or Navadwipa in Lower Bengal. The 
distinguishing features of the writers of the school were their 
overwhelming pride, an abnormal development of the 
critical faculty, and a total disinclination to go -out 
of narrow grooves of traditional doctrines. The 
original Sttras and the scholia on them recede into 
background, while Gangesa’s work itself becomes the 
centre of a mass of literature unparalleled in any other country 
orage. Here we see at one and the sume time scholasticism 
at its climax aud true philosophy at its lowest 
depth. We might wade through volumes of controversial 
jargon without coming acrossa single flash of deep thought or 
real insightinto the nature of things. Mere conventionalities 
and distinctions without a difference are the weapons in 
this wordy warfare, with which one disputant tries to de- 
fend his thesis or to vanquish a rival. It may be doubted 
if either the writer or^the reader is made a whit the wiser 
by all this labour 

All the writers of this school are not however equally 
faulty in this respect. The earlier ones especially show a 
considerable freedom of thought which is quite refreshiug. 
The most notable of this kind is Gangetopddhydya, the 
founder of the Nuddea school, whose exact date is not 
‘known, but who probably lived about the end of the 14th 
‘century. Gangesa quotes Véchaspati, while his son Vardha- 
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mång Wrote,commentaries on Udayana’s Kirandvali and 
Vallabha's Lilávati. Gangesa must have therefore lived after 
the 12th century. Gangesa was followed by two writers of 
note Jayadeva and Vósudeva. Accordingto Burnell Jayadeca, 
otherwise known as Pakshadhara Misra, wrote his Manyá- 
lokt, à commentary on Gangesa’s Tuttva-Chintámani about 5 
centuries ago, that is, about the middle of tae 14th century, 
but this is highly improbable.* Vdsudeva Sárvzobhauma, a 
fellow student of Jayadeva and the author of a commentary 
on Gangesa’s work, had four pupils of whom the first 
Gauránga, popularly known as Chaitanya, the celebrated 
religious reformer in Bengal, was born about 1485 A. D.? 
Both Sérvabhauma and Jayadera must, therefore, have lived 
in the latter part of the 15th century, and Gangesa at least 
a generation or two earlier. Jayadeva is said to have studi- 
ed Tattva-Chintémani with his uncle Hurimisra, which 
shows that Gangesa’s work was already a standard book in 
the first half of the 15th century. We shall not be wrong 
therefore in placing Gangesa in the latter part of the 14th 
century at the latest.” 


Vásudee Sdrvabhauma must have been a remarkable 


man, for all of his pupils distinguished themselves in dif- 


on 


! Burnell, Catalogue of Tanjor MSS. Vol IL., p 117. Jayadeua was note 
ed for his intellectual powers. He got the nickname qaae for having 
mastered a difficult book in a fortnight. He is probably the same ss the 
author of wearer but is different from the poet who com- 
posed गीतगो।बद्‌- Raghunátha Siromani is said to have been his pupil for 
some time, 

? Cowell ( Colebrook’s Jfiscellancous Essays, Vol. L, p. 281) gives 
the date of Chaitanya's birth a» 1439; but see Bose's History of Hindu 
Civilization, Vel. I. p 43. Chaitanya died in, A. D. 1527. Vindhye- 
svariprasad quotes a verse current among  Nuddea Pundits 
शाके मानिव्योमयुगेन्ड्रगण्ये पुण्ये तिथी फाल्युनपौर्णमास्याम्‌। बैलोक्यभाग्योद्यपुण्यकी र्तिदेव: शचीनन्दन 
आविरासीत्‌ ! Here the word STenay mean two or four and so will 
give either Saka 1207 and 1407 as the date of Gouranga’s biith See 
Intro. to Vais'eshiba Dars'ana (Bibl. Ind. ed.) p. 82. 


3 Prof, Ghate places Gangega in the 1101 century on the authority 
of a Ms. of Jayadeva’s Aloka transcribed in Lakshmana Samvat 159 
corresponding to" A, D. 1267 See J.B. B. R. A. 8. xxim p: 93 and 
Vindhyesvariprasad’s Intro. to Vaiseshika Darsana (Bibl. Ind. ). p. 82, 
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ferent fields. The first, Chaitanya, founded a Vaishnava soct 


which soon spread over the whole province of Bengal and 
revolutionized as it were the religious life of the people. 
The fact is noteworthy that the greatest exponent of the 
doctrine of faith in modern times received his early training 
in the dialectics of Nydya philosophy. The devout mind 
of Chaitanya must have no doubt recoiled from the scholastic 
subtleties of Gangesa, but they could not have failed t 
influence many of his views. Vésudeva’s second pupil 
Raghundtha, otherwise known as Tarka-Siromani or simple 
iromani, wrote Didhiti, the best commentary on Gangesa’s 
Tativa-Chintémani, and is acknowledged to be the highest 
authority among the modern .Naiyáyikus. Zhe third was 
Raghunandana, the lawyer and the author of a commentary 
on Jimtta-vdhana’s Déiya-vibkdga, and is now held to be 
the best current authority on the Bengal School of Hindu 
law. The fourth Kyrisinânanda, also wrote works on 
charms and other kindred subjects. All these writers being 
contemporaries of Chaitanya must have flourished in the 
beginning of the 16th century. Layhundihe Siromani wrote 
besides Didhit? commentarios on Udayana’s works and a 
few other treatises, one of which is Paddriha-Khandana 
or a refutation of Vaisoshika categories, He was succeeded 
by a series of commentators whose sole ambition seems to 
have been to make the Didhitt as unintelligible and terrible 
to the student as possible. Aaghundtha’s immediate succes- 
sors were Mathurdndtha, .Hariràma Tarkdlankdra and 
Jagadisa, who were followed by their respective pupils, 
aghudeva and Gadddhara. ‘Gadddhara may be called the 
prince of Indian schoolmen, and in him the modern JVyáya 
dialectics reached its climax. He was such a thoronghgoing 
Naiydyika that when asked to think of the prime cause of 
the universe on his death-bed, instead ofcontemplating God he 
is said to have repeated the word§ eiga: पीलवः पीलब:; (atoms, 
atoms, atoms) ! His sixty-four treatises or Vádas as they 
are called on as many topics noticed in Tativa-Chintdmant 
form a continuous commentary on Siromani's Dtdhitt 
and Jayadeva’s Aloka; but several of them are not 
Ls: sata REI TUUM PEDI rH aa 


! Bhimáchátya : Nydya-Kosha, Intro. p. 6. 
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yet. available. Gadâdhara having come about two 
generations after Raghunátha must be assigned to the end 
of the 16th or the beginuing of the 17th century. He was 
thus nearly contemporaneous with Lord Bacon whose 
denunciations of scholasticism may be most appositely 
illustrated by extracts from Gadédhara’s writings. Akbar’s 
was an augustan age in India, and scholars like Gudédhara 
fouud a congenial atmosphere in the peaceful times of the 
great and enlightened Mogul ; but Akbar’s death put anend 
to all dreams of a revival of letters. The wars and anarchy 
of the next two centuries afforded little scope for the culti- 
vation of philosophy, and we accordingly find that even 
scholastic Nydya could not flourish after Gadddhara. 

The generation next after Gadddhara is represented by 
two writers standing on a somewhat lower level but equally 
famous. These were Sankara Misra, theauthor of Upaskára, 
a commentary on Kandda’s Siiras, and Veseandtha who 
wrote Siddhinia-Mukidvali and Gotama-Sitra-vritte which 
is a commentary on Gotama’s aphorisms. Sankara Misra 
was a pupil of Kaghudeva, the fellow student of Gadddhara. 
There is some doubt as to the date of Veseandtha, but he 
most probably belonged to this age.’ 

It is remarkable that the Süzras of both Kandda and 
Gotama should have attracted the attention of commentators 
at about the same time. ‘Sankara-Misre and Viseandtha 
who respectively commented upon the works of Kandda and 
Gotama greatly resembled each other and were probably 
contemporaries. ‘A kind of reaction against the excesses of 
Gadádhara seems to have led these writers to seek the fresher 
fountains of the Sáiras. Another sign ofthis reaction was 
the production of manuals adapted to the understanding of 
the beginners and explaining the latest ideas in the simplest 
language. The Bhdshd-Parichchheda, the Tarka-Sangraha 
and the Tarkdmmia art instances of this class of books, 
Which must have come as a relief to those students of Nydya 


naaa aaisan nn मालामाल EB PIU mienne iem ete tie epi rit gesti 
1 Rudrabhatta, brother of Vi$vanátha, wrote a commentary on Raghu- 
nåtha’s Didhati, called Raudri. Mss. of two o£ Rudrabhatta’s works are 


mentioned by Aufrecht ( Catalogue Catalogorum ) as dated 1640 and 
1657 respectively. 
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who were hitherto lost in the mazes of Paficha-Lakshani 
and Dasa-Lakshani. In course of time these manuals too 
were overloaded with commentaries, but fortunately the 
conunentiries on them, except perhaps two, never became 
as populi as the originuls. The two exceptions are Veson- 
nitha’s Siddhdnta-Muhthealt and Annanbhatia’s Tarka- 
Dipiki which beiug written by the authors of the 
original works are more like larger editions of those 
texts than mere explanatory glosses. These manuals proved 
very haudy and useful to stulants, but they also marked the 
lowest watermark of the Nyéya aud Vazseshika systems. 
Henceforward all originality was dead and the writers chiefly 
aimed at explaining the ideas of their predecessors instead of 
expounding their own. The Upddhydyas were now succeeded 
by writers whose high sounding names were in strange con- 
trast wita the worth of their productions. Krogas or 
annotations became plentiful, but original thinking was 
deal and gone completely. Even these are now rare, and 
the once famous class of Naiydyikas is in danger of boing 
extinct for ever. 

The preceding résumé of the Nydya and Vaiseshika lito- 
rature brings out, itis hoped, at least the one fact that 
that literature is as capable of a historical treatmeat as any 
other class of writings. It is the story of a gradual develop- 
ment of two philosophical systems which, springing out of 
a few elementary notions, attainel their present proportions 
after many Vicissitudes and in the course of several centuries, 
There must have been during this time considerable additions 
and alterations in the funlamental doctrines as conceived by 
the founders of the systems. The original nucleus was com- 
paratively small, but tue aceretiong und ont-growths seem to 
have assumed in time*quite large proportions. What an 
amount of earnest thought and labour must have been devot- 
ed to this work of elaborating congplete systems out of a 
few primary principles | It was a process of evolution brought 
about partly by the natural law of growth and partly by 
the mutual action an l reaction of the several systems of In- 
dian philosophy. “In the beginning the chief rivala of the 
Nydye and Vaiseshika systems were the Sdikhyas, whose 
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‘theory of the anti-production reality of effects was diamet- 
tically opposed to the Naiydyika doctrine of non-existent 
effect. Later they encounter the more formidab'e critics of 
the Mimámsá and Vedánta schools who differed from them in 
so many particulars that a savera conflict between the rivals 
was inevitable. The Mimdmsakas affirmed the eternity of 
sound, while the Naiydéyikas denied it. The first enumerated 
six proofs, the Nasydyekas four, and the Vaiseshikas only 
two. The Naiydyika assumed a personal creator, the Vedan- 
tins an impersonal Brahman, while the Mimdmsakas would 
recognize nothing but the eternal Vedas. Again the Vedán- 
tins derived all creation from one universal sprit, the 
Naiydyikas from hard minute atoms. The former were idealists | 
par excellence, the latter out and out realists. The doctrines 
of the former always tended towards mysticism and idealism 
those of the latter towards materialism and disbelief. It 
was natural that systems so widely divergent should come 
into conflict with each other. The long-continued controver- 
sies between theserivals systematically influenced the tenets cf 
all of them. {While the Ved&utins incorporated much of the 
logic of the Naiydyikas into their works, the latter dil not 
disdain to borrow many of the theological views of the form- 
er.'It would be absurd therefore to expect that any of these 
systems as propounded in modern works would agree in all 
respects with the views ofthe ancient authors, The Naiydyi- 
kas themselves recognize this fact by contrasting wherever 
necessary the views of the moderns with those of the ancients, 
It is also noteworthy that there is no sharp line dividing the 
ancient and the modern schools of Naiydyikas. Sometimes 
the terms are apolied to the Vaisespikas and Naiydyikas 
respectively ; sometimes to older authors like Vdtsgdyana 
and Praéastapáda, as opposed to the later ones of the Nud- 
dea school ; and occasionally even in that school to the 
author of Didhiti as dissenting from Gangesa. As an instance 
of the last, the student may compare the two definitions of 
करण One insisting upon the qualification सापारबत्‌ and the 
other making proximity to the effect the sole test of causa- 
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tion.’ ‘The line dividing the ancients and the moderns has 
thus continuously moved forward and forward, thereby show- 
ing that the Naiydyikas themselves acknowledged a progres- 
give development of their philosophy. It ought to be an in- 
teresting stuly to mark the successive stages of this develop- 
ment, and discover the causes that may have led to 
them. The time may come when a deeper knowledge 
of the Nydya and Waiseshike literature will enable us to 
solve this problem. 


The foregoing observations have been mostly based on 
material obtainable from the literature of the Nydya and 
Vaiseshiza systems themselves; but works belonging to 
other philosophical systems as well as the vast literary trea- 
sures produced in ancient and medieval India will, if properly 
examined, yield still more important data for a history of 
Indian philosophy. A comparison of Greek logic with the 
logic of the Nydya must also be very instractive. Such a 
comparison will not only show how similar ideas and modes 
of thonght occurred almost simultaneously and in the same 
historical order to thinkers in two such distant countries as 
India and Greece, but it may also throw new light on some 
of the dark chapters in the history of Indian Logic. Space 
will not, however, permit me to enter into these interesting 
inquiries at present ; and I must content myself with noting 
only one important fact Which cannot be decently passed 
over in such a sketch as this. | I, of course, refer to the strik- 
ing resemblance which tho syllogistic method of the Nydya 
bears to the Pre-Aristotclian dialectics in Greece. Zeno the 
" Bleatic was the founder of this latter, and Zeno must have 
been a contemporary of Gotama, or of at least some of his 
immedjate predecessors.  Zeno’s work, which is divided 
into three parts-upon consequences, upon the interrogatory 
method of disputation, and upon sophistical problems respec- 
tively-has many points of similarity with that of Gotama, 
while the interrogatory method, cultivated by Zeno's fol. 


1 For a discussion of these two views, sce Notes on Sec. 37, pp. 186- 
90, «fra 
° Whateley : Elements of Logic, p. 3. 
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lowers the sophists and brought to perfection in Plato’s 
Dialogues, was almost identical with the syllogistic process 
of the Naiyáyikas. The essence of this method consisted in 
driving au opponent to a point where he was either totally 
silenced or the absurdity of his position became self-evident. 
So far as the Nasydyikas were concerned this was not an ac- 
cidental feature, for they have laid down, & special 
rule that no premise in a syllogism can proceed 
without having a previous आकाडून or doubt, presumably 
started by an opponent in the controversy. Take 
the stock-example, ** Mountain is fiery. ? ** Why ?” ‘‘Be- 
cause it has smoke.” “What then?” **Whereverthereis smoke, ` 
etc.,"' and so on, every premise being a reply to some previous 
questioa, assumed until the imaginary querist has no more 
questions to ask. This is exactly the way Socrates used to 
argue with his real interrogators, or Euclid proved his theor- 
ems of geometry. Obviously this method is better suited for 
controversy than for purely didactic reasoning ; and conse- 
quently we find that Indian thinkers who came after the 
Nawáyikas such as the Bauddhas and the Vedántins modified 
it to a considerable extent just as Aristotle did in Greece.’ The 
tripartite syllogism of Aristotle was nothing more than a re- 
adjustment of the ancient dialectical syllogism, although Aris- 
totle himself made too much ofit and expected from it results 
which it wasincapable of producing. Similarly those who claim 
superiority for the Aristotelian over the five-membered 
syllogism of the Naiydyikas forget that both are mere 
instruments or mechanical aids for thinking, and as such 
cannot by themselves furnish an absolute guar ntee for truth. 
Both have their peculiar merits as well as draw-backs, and 
consequently both must be judged from their proper stand- 
points. Aristotle distinguished between the dialectic and 
the apodictic, 7. e. the old. and the new orhis own syllogism 
by asserting that the former proceeded from mere belief or 
an assumed hypothesis whilethelatter was based on scientific 
1 Colebrooke thinks thatthe tbree-membered syllogism ofthe later 


Vedanta was borrowed from the Greeks, but this is mere guess See 
Miscellaneous Essays, Vol, I., p. 356. 
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truth. There is much force in this distinction, and it may 
to some extent apply to the five-membered syllogism also. 
But Aristotle’s criticisms can no longer be accepted without 
reservation even with respect to doctrines intimately known 
to him. Much less can he be accepted as a safe guide in 
adjudging the merits of Indian logic. 

It will not be proper to conclude this introductory sketch 
without noticing one more objection that is otten advanced 
against the Nydya-Vaiseshka systems, namely that their 
heterogeneous character detracts considerably from their value 
as systems of pure logic. Indian logicians, say these objectors, 
have by their frequent digressions on metaphysical and other 
topics, such as the categories, the sourcesof knowledge and 
the theory of atoms, been led into treating the strictly logical 
questions either perfunctorily or ina wrong manner altogether. 
On a closer consideration however this heterogeneity of the 
19496 and Vaiseshika systems will be found to have been 
inevitable. The narrow conception of logic as being only 
a theory and art of proof and nothing more is no longer 
tenable..- Modern investigations, such as those of Kant 
Ueberweg and others, show that the purely logical questions 
are inseparably connected with others comprehended in the 
wider province of metaphysics. The best answer to the 
above objection cau therefore be piven in the words of an 
eminent modern writer:— 


4 Start as we may," says Prof. Adamson, ‘in popular 
current distinctions, no sooner do logical problems present 
themselves than it becomes apparent that, for adequate 
treatment of them, reference to the principles of ultimate 
philosophy is requisite ; aud logic, as the systematic handling 
of such problems, ceases to be an independe.t discipline and 
becomes 2 subordinate special brauch of general 
philosophy.’’* 


And again the 807 71167 remarks:— 
^ Any criticism of 2 general conception of logic or 
special application thereof which does not rest upon criticism 


vaith; 


9? Prof. Adamson in his Art, Logic in Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9th ed. 
Yol. xiv p. 781. 
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‘of the theory of knowledge implied In ıt must be inept and 
useless. It will also have become apparent thal a general 
classification of logicil schools as opposed to the reference 
of these to ultimate distinctions of philosophical theory is 
impossible.’’* 


The Naiyáyikas seem to havearrived at the same conclu- 
sion at an early period, and faced it boldly by embodying 
their views on all cognate and interdependent questions in a 
fairly consistent system. Gotama and Kaenáda were not 
therefore such foolsin mixing log.caland metaphysical topics 
in their works as some of their modern critics would believe 
them to be. Logic is no longer regarded as a theory of 
proof only ; it is a theory of knowledge in general, and as 
such treats of many psychological and metaphysical topics 
which do not fall within the domain of the narrower science. 
Looked at from this standpoint Gotama’s conception of his 
subject will be found to be remarkably accurate and just. 
Let us first understand him, and there will be then time 
enough to pick holes in his monumental Work. 


REET 
esateban aae, 


बरम्या 
* See Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9th ed. Vol. xiv, p. 799 


+ Max Müller in noticing my Brief Sur@ey of Indian logic remarks 
that at p. 476 of his Six Systems of Indian Philosophy “But unfortu- 
nately that period in the historical development of the Nyáya which 1s 
of the greatest interest to ourselves, namely that which preceded the 
composition of the Nyáya-Sütras, had by him (i, e. myself ) also to ba 
left a blank, for the simple reason that nothing is known of Nyaya 
before Gotama”, It should be remembered however that Nyaya was 
recognised as aseparate system only after Gotama and that all 
traces before him must be sought in the general philosophical 
literature such as the Upanishads 
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Annabhatia, the author of the Tarka-Sangraha and the 
31204, shares the fate of many Sanskrit writers of being 
known ouly in his works. The name itself looks anomalous, 
and is either a contraction of Ananta Bhatta or a sanskritized 
form of the Oanarese name Anna Bhatia. Little do we 
know about him, and that little mostly consists of traditions 
Which cannot be accepted as true withont the strongest 
corroboration. Mr. R. D. Godbole, in his ‘ Dictionary of 
Modern History of India’*, gives a detailed account of our 
author without however mentioning the source of hig 
information. According to him, Annzamébhatia was a Tailang 
Prahmau by birth and resided in a village named Garihapdda 
formerly in the possession of Nizam Ali. He lived in the 
15th century at the time of the Chalukyas, studied Nydya 
at Aaundinyapura or Kondu Vidu for 12 years and became 
a famous Naiydyika. He established a College for teaching 
Nydya in his native town where he instructed his pupils in 
a graduated series of Nydya works consisting of Tarka-Sai- 
graha, Tarka-Dipehd, Siddhània-Muhtávali and Gadádhari. 
He had many children none of whom survived him, and is 
said to have travelled out of his villago only once in his life 
‘when he visited the shrine of Mallikarjuna at the advanced 
age of 55. From this it would appear that Annambhatta was 
posterior to both GadádAara and Visvandtha, which is vary 
probable; but then he could not have lived inthe 15th century 
as stated by Mr. Godbole. It has been shown elsewhere, f 
that Gadédhara must have flourished in the latter part 
of the 16th century and Viévandtha one generation later. 
Obviously Annambhatia who taught the works of these 
writers could not have lived before the beginning of the 1%th 
dE 

. * R. B. Godbole : भरतरवंदहाचा ऐतिहासिक कोष p. 10. 
T See Introduction p. LILL supra. 
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century. Another of Mr. Godbole’s statements, viz. that 
Annambhatta travelled only once in his life, is contradicted 
by a tradition embodied ina well-known couplet that has 
passed into a proverb, काशीगमनमात्रेण नाखंभट्टायते fis: mean- 
ing that a man does not become a great scholar like Annam- 
bhatta simply by going to Benaras. If the verse refers to the 
author ofthe Tarka-Sangraha, he must have visited and 
studied at Benaras. The proverb would also show- that he 
became famous for his learning at a very early period, a 
conclusion which is strengthened by the fact that his works 
became very popular and have been in use as elementary 
text-books in all parts of India. No reliance can therefore be 
placed on Mr. Godbole’s account, and in the absence of any 


other authentic source ofinformation we are left to such 
meagre data as are supplied by the writings of Annambhatta 
himself. 

Apart from such vague traditions, we can unhesitatingly 
say that Annambhatia is comparatively a modern writer. 
He belonged to the class of manual writers, who mostly 
flourished after the 16th century and whose chief aim was 
to simplify the Vydya and Vaisesin&a systems by pruning all 
superfluous technicalities out of them, and bringing them 


within the comprehension of beginners. The terminus a quo of 
our author may forthe present be fixed at about 1600 A. D., 


the time when Gadédhara flourished. .Annambhatia rarely 
refers to any previous writer or work that might enable us 
to fix his age accurately. He however notes the controver- 
sy about व्यापारवत्‌ करण, first started by Raghundiha, the 
author of Didket?*; while in another passage of the Dip:kå, 
he seems to quote directly from the Didhiti, for the 
sentence प्रातियोगितावच्छेद्कारोष्यः etc, which occurs at the bot- 
tom of p. 62 infra and which is misread in many Mss. of 
Diprkd, appears to have been taken from a corresponding 
passage in the Didhiti.t It has been shown elsewhere that 
Raghundtha Siréman: the anthor of Didit lived in the first 
quarter of the 16th century. The Didit must have 
been written about 1520 A. D. and Annambhafia neces» 
~ k Pago LII supra. —— शिया 

t See Note 5 under Sect 80 p. 371, infra. 

t See Iniroductton p. LII supra, 
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sarily came after it. Gadddhara came two generations after 
Raghundtha with whose grand pupil Raghudeva he 
was contemporary.  GadüdAare therefore lived about 
the end of the 16th century, either in Mithil or 
Nuddea; and if it be true that Axnambhatia taught his 
works in his own college in the far-off town of Kaundinya- 
pura, some time must have elapsed between (radddhara 
and Annambhatia to allow the fame of the former’s works 
to reach the Southernmost province of India. The story 
of Annambhatta teaching Gadédhara’s work in his College 
derives support from another tradition, according io which 
the Tarka-Dipkd was specially composed for the use of 
those who could not understand Gaaddhara’s larger work, 
and came to be called बालगदाधरी on account of its being 
an epitome of the erudite commentary of the Great School- 
man. It may be therefore fairly presumed that Annam- 
bhatia lived some timo after (fadddhara i, e. after 1600 
A. D. If Visvandtha, the author of the SiddAánta-Muktávali 
also preceded him, this terminus will have to be shifted 
still further. Visvandtha and his brother Rudradhatia, who 
wrote a commentary on the Didhti, lived most probably in 
the first quarter of the 17th century," and Annambhatia 
could not have lived earlier. 


The terminus ad quod of our author may be fixed at 
1100 A. D. The Tarka-Sangraha must have become a stan- 
dam work, and a difficult one also in the latter part of the 
18th century, since Srikrishna Dhurjati wrote his com- 
mentary called Siddhdnta-Chandrodaya about that time for 
the instruction of Rdjasimha, son of King Cajasimha who 
flourished in 1774 A. D. The Tarka-Chandriké by Vaidya- 
ndtha Gadguw seemgto bo an earlier commentary on the 
Tarka-Sangraha, for a Ms, of it inthe Deccan College 
Library gives as the date of its composition, Sake 1644 
t. ४. 1722 A, D. This Vardyaxdtha is probably identical 
with Tatsat Vadyandtha, the pupil of Négesa and the 
author ofa commentary on his Udyota. 49०४० Bhatia is 
known to have been invited toa grand sacrifice in 1114 by 
Savai Jayasimha, and his pupil, Vaidyandtha may therefore 
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have written his commentaries in the next decade. Ob- 
viously Annambhatta must have lived before this time. The 
evidence of Mss. of the Tarka-Sangraka is conclusive on 
the point. Stein mentions a Ms. of T. S. dated 1740 A. D. 
and another of T. D. dated 1735 A. D.* The oldest known 
Ms. however of these two works is the one now in the 
possession of Dr. Jacobi of Bonn and marked J in the 
present edition. It is dated Sake 16347. e. 1712 A. D. As 
this Ms. contains several corrections and marginal addi- 
tions, it will not be wrong to assume that the two works 
were written several years before they were copied. Hence 
we can safely place Annambhatta before the beginning of 
the 18th century. The period from A. D. 1625 to À. D. 
1700 is neither too long nor too short to cover one life- 
time, and if we can place Annambhatia between these two 
termini the result ought to be regarded as pretty satisfac- 
tory under the present circumstances. Besides if Mr. 
Godbole’s statement that Annambhatta visited Mallikârjuna 
temple at the age of 58 has any foundation, he must have 
lived upto an advanced age and may, for aught we know, 
have covered the whole of the period above indicated. 


All attempts to push Annambhatta’s date before the 
first quarter ofthe 17th century must therefore fail. The 
colophon of a Ms. of T. S. mentioned by WeberT is said to 
give the date 1425 A. D. which if true would conclusively 
prove him to have lived at least two centuries before the 
time we have assigned to him. But this is not possible. 
The verse runs thus :— 


तपोमास्यसिते SN चन्द्रनागाब्धिचन्द्रकेः i 
वाराणस्यां मिते वर्ष स्वार्थमिन्दुर्लिलेख वै ॥ 
Here the expression चन्द्रनागाब्धिचन्द्रकेः has been incor- 
rectly taken to mean Samost 1481 or 1425 A. D. sme ought 
to be taken for 7 and not 4, and then the date becomes 1725 
A. D., making the Ms. 12 years later than that of Dr. 


* Stein:— Catalogue of Sk. Mss. at Jammu. 
T Weber's Berlin Catalogue, No 683, p. 203. 
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Jacobi. Whatever uncertainty may still remain on the 
point, one thing is unquestionable that Annambhatta could 
have by no means been anterior to Raghundtha whose date 
is now tolerably settled." It has also been suggested that 
the Tribhuvana-Tilaka of Kanchi mentioned in T. D.t may 
be some king contemporary with our author; but this is 
also not possible, for no king of that name is to be found 
in the genealogies of Kanchi after the 12th century. Even 
if the Tribhuvana-Tilaka be ७ real personage he must have 
lived before the 10th century, for the illustration in T. D. 
is literally copied from Smdhara’s Nydya-Kandali which 
was written in 991 A, 0.1 No inference can therefore be 
drawn from the mention of Tribhuwana-Tilaka as to the 
date of our author. 


,Annambhatta was the son of Zirumala who is styled 
Achárya and whose name is preceded by the honorific title 
of अद्वैतबिद्याचार्य inthe colophons of several of our author's 
works. The colophon,§ which by the bye has been most 
useful in proving the identity of the several Annumbhattas, 
is found only in Dr. Jacobi’s copy of Tarka-Dipika ( mark- 
ed J). It however occurs at the end of two other works 
of Annambhatta, namely Mitakshard, which is a commentary 
on the Brahma-Stiras of Bádaráyana, and the fragment of 
a grammatical work named Vivaranodyotana, or Bháshya-pra- 
dipodyotana consisting of annotations on Kaiyyata’s 
celebrated gloss on Patafijali’s Mahábháshyo. Tirumala 
father of Annambhatta, appears to have been a Rigvedi Smarta, 
Brahmana learned in the Vedanta philosophy and descend- 
ed from a great man named Réghava who performed a Soma 
sacrifice. It is not known whether Tirumala wrote any 
works, but several axthors of that name are mentioned by 
Aufrecht. Annambhatta appears to have been an all-round 
scholar, for he has left works on at least four sciences, 
namely Wydya, Vedánta, Vyákaruna and Párca-Mimámsá. 
Besides the Tarka-Sangraha and the Tarka-Dipiká, Aufrecht 


* Bee Jniroduction p. LIII supra, 
: T See p. 50 infra, 
f See Introduction p. XLV supra ; P. B. Ben. ed. p. 6. 
$ Bee p. 67 infra, 
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mentions the following works as having been composed by 
Anunmbhatta:—" 1 Mitdkshard, 2 Tattca-Bodhini- Tihà, 3 
Nydya-Parsishta-Prakasa and 4 Subodhini-Sudhasdra, 
otherwise called [vinahojjivent. Of these the first is a short 
commentary on Bidardyana’s Brohma-Sitras and is un- 
doubtedly written by the author of the Taria-Sangraha, 
since it has the same colophonf as is found in our Ms. of 
the Dipikd marked J. As to the other three nothing can 
be said with certainty as I have not been able to procure 
any copy of them. The second appears to be a commentary 
on some work named Tattva-Bodhini, and Aufrecht marks 
it as a Nydya work, apparently on the authority of Oppert.i 
Aufrecht does not however mention any Nydya work of the 
name Tattva-Bodhini, and possibly both he and Oppert were 
misled. We know only three works bearing the name 
Tattva- Bodhint, namely, a commentary on Sankshepa-Sirt- 
raka by Nrisimha, a Tantric work by Areshndnanda, and 
thirdly a commentary on Bhittoji’s Siddhánta-Kaumwudi. So 
Annambhatta’s Tika may be a commentary on either the first 
or the last. Or itis also possible that a Ms. of Annam- 
bhatta’s Vivaranodyotana, presently to be mentioned, has 
been mistaken by Oppert for an independent work of this 
name. The third work JNyáya-Perisishta-Prakása is said 
to be a commentary on Udayandcharya’s Nydya-Parisishta 
and may possibly be Annambhatta’s Magnum Opus on the 
Nyåya system. The fourth is said to be a commentary on 
Rdnaka or Nydya-Sudhé of Some$cara which in its turn 
is à commentary onthe Tantra-Vartika of Kumárila. Besides 
these, Aufrecht and Hall mention two other works on 
grammar called K &tydyana- Prátisákhya-VyákAyána and 
Mahé-Bhashya-Vivaranodyotana written by an author named 
Annambhatia.§ The author of the first of these was a’ pupil 
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the work which I had seen. 
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of Semangala and may or may not be the same as the son 
of Tirumala. But the second work Voaranodyotana 
also called Bhashyapradipodyotana which consists 
of notes on Amyata’s commentary on Patatjali’s 
Mahábháshya can now be safely ascribed to the author of the 
Tarka-Dipiá. Two Mss. ofa fragment of this Udyotana 
are mentioned in Hultz’s recent Catalogue of Sanskrit Mss. 
in Southern India ( Vol. I p: 66 ), the colophon at the end 
of which tallies exactly with that found at the end of the 
Dipiká and the Aftdksharé. Halls later opinion therefore 
that this Udyotana was written by some other Annambinita 
cannot be accepted. Chandrasekhara stri of Madras 
mentions two other works of Annambhatta: Tativa-Chintd- 
manydioke—Siddhdijana and a Brahmastira—Vritt, while he 
calls Mitá&sharáa gloss on Pdnini’s shtras according to AAszhd. 
Annambhatta thus appears to have been a versatile writer, 
since he has written at least three works on Wydye, one 
on JPuürca-Mimámsá, one or two on Vedanta, and two if not 
three on grammar. Annambhatta is also said to have had 
an elder brother Ramakrishnabhatta who wrote Stadhdnta~ 
datna, a commentary on Bhattoji’s Siddhdnia-Kaumudi. 
Of all the works of Annambiatta, only the Tarka-San- 
graha and the Dipikd appear to have attained any wide cele- 
brity. They are the most popular works of their kind, and 
they have been for several generations used as text-books 
for beginners. The Tarka-Sungraha is a model work, because 
it combines in a remarkable degree the three essential 
qualities of a good manual, namely, brevity, accuracy and 
lucidity. It was intended to supply an easy compendium of 
the main principles of Vydya and Vwiseshika systems, and 
the author has done Iris work admirably. Of courgethe work 
is not entirely free from faults. Some of its passages are 
marred by ambiguities of language or confusion of thought 
such as make them almost unintelligible without the aid of 
a teacher or a commentary; and even positive errors have 
crept in one or two places. These occasional lapses were 
however inevitable, because they are mostly due to the author's 
anxiety ‘to avoid all subtleties aud controversial topics that 
may be beyond the comprehension of beginners. The attempt 
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६0 frame broad and accurate definitions without descending 
into the niceties of scholastic Vydyu was a difficult one, and 
it is highly creditable to our author that he has succeeded 
even so well. Passages like those referring to करण, परामदा, 
सोपाधिक) and तर्क, as well as several othersin the Dipihd, only 
prove that evenaclear-headed writer like Annambhatia could 
not avoid some of the pitfalls that are so plentitul in the 
path of a student of Nydya. 


The most glaring fault of the Turhka-Sangraha, however, is 
that it errs too much on the side of brevity; and the defect 
is sought to be cured by supplying some of the deficiencies 
in the Dipekd. In tact, the Dipiká is more like a revised 
and enlarged edition of the original thana mere commentary 
upon it. It appears to have been written some time after the 
Sangraha, for in several places the author introduces 
additions and corrections in the commentary, which are 
obviously later thoughts but which could not be conveniently 
inserted in the text after its circulation. The clause अनन्यथा- 
सिद्धत्वे साति* which is proposed to be added to the definition 
of कारण is one instance out of many showing how serious 
omissions in the text are supplied inthe commentary.The way 
in which some of the new topics are introduced inthe Dipkd 
also shows that they were most probably suggested when 
the author was actually teaching his primer. It is not there- 
fore unreasonable to suppose that the Dipekd came to be 
written when the author saw by experience the necessity of 
elucidating the many obscurities that remained in the Sangra- 
ha. The practice of writing a commentary on one's own 
work was notuncommon among Nyéya writers. In Mediæval 
times Dinndya and Dharmakirti had written commentaries 
on their own works. Similarly Varadardja the author of 
Türkika-hakshá wrote its commentary the Vydékhyd, and 
Visvandtha, the  authas of Bhdshd-Parichchheda and 
Siddhénta-Mukidval: immitated him. Annambhatta seems to 
have taken Visvandtha’s works as his models. 

Although Annambhatta rarely quotes or refers to any 
previous writer, there can be no doubt that he was aware of 
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the latest views on the many controversial points. He does 
not slavishly follow any particular master, nor does he 
confine himself wholly to any of the ancient or modern schools 
of Narydykds. 116 chooses his doctrines from all writers 
with the sole view of constructing a fairly consistent and 
intelligible system. As the Sergrude and the  Dpi&e are 
professedly mixtures of both the Nytya and the WViulseshrha 
systems, the author borrows from writers of both schools: 
but unlike others who have adopted the same plan, he 
generally adheres to Gotama’s views with respect to matters 
coming under logic proper, i.e. in the sections treating of 
Buddhi and its subdivisions, but follows Kandda in the resi 
of the book. In cases of conflict between the ancient and 
modern Naiydyikas he mostly prefers the ancient view as 
being the simpler or more striking, and generally adopts the 
older definitions as far as possible. He has greater sympathy 
with the older Achiryas than with the modern ever-innovating 
writers of the Nuddea school. But although a conservative 
in this sense he generally keeps an impartial attitude and 
steers clear of all disputes without identifying himself with 
any particular side. It is this characteristic which distin- 
guishes his works from other manuals, and which makes them 
as primers for beginners preferable even to the otherwise 
superior treatises of Visvandtha. 


Instances of specitic borrowing ure too numerous to mention, 
Many of his definitions of categories and their subdivisions 
he has copied literally from the scholium of Prasastapdda 
४. g. those of द्रव्य, wa, रस, गन्ध, स्पर्दा, संख्या) परिमाण बिशेष, and 
several others. Sometimes he adopts the emendation 
suggested by Sridhara, and sometimes he rejects Prasusia- 
pddd’s definition in toto in preference to a modern one, c. g. 
in the case of आत्मा aud बुद्धि, Occasionally he borrows even 
long passages from Prasastapdda, e. g. the passage begin- 
ning with सा द्विबिधा in Sec. 10 p. 6 Infra. He also appears 
to have borrowed largely from the writings of Sridhara, 
Udayana and Siwáditya, as well as the principal writers of 
the Nuddea school, Gatigesa, Haghundtha and Gadddhara. 
Outside the circle of Nydya writers, Annambhatia has the 
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greatest sympathy with the Vedi school. He often quotes 
the views of the Mimimsakas, and even inserts a short 
disquisition on विधि in the concluding portion of the pii. 

Besides the Tarka-Sunyrvha and the Dipikd, the present 
edition includes another commentary onthe Sung nha named 
Vyiyo-Bodhini by Govardhave. It does not possess any 
peculiar feature that requires special notice. Itis on the 
whole rather discursive, treating of some topics elaborately 
and omitting others altogether. Nothing is known about 
the writer; but from his work he appears to have been well- 
versed in the subtleties of the later Nyáya. He is apparently 
different from the writer of 2 commentary on Kesavamesra’s 
Tarka-bháshi. He makes valuable suggestions here and 
there, but his freqaent indulgence in scholastic hair-splitting 
makes the work somewhat difficult for novices.The obscurity 
of the style and the want of a reliable Ms. are also great 
drawbacks in the case of this commentary. It is included 
in this edition for two reasons, first because itis taught to 
advanced pupils in many parts of India, and secondly because 
it will familiarize students with the controversial method 
and formule of the modern Naiyåyikas. 


The popularity of Axnambhatta’s works can be best 
measured by the host of writers who have commented upon 
them. The commentaries on the Sangraha are too numerous 
to notice here, but a list of them, complete as far as our 
present knowledge goes, is given in Appendix B. Only 
two of these need special mention, the Vákya-Vritti of Meru 
Sástri, and the Suddhdnta- Chandrodaya of Srikrishna Dhûrjati. 
The former is very short but always tothe point, and usually 
gives the meaning of the author in a few pithy sentences. 
The writer was a celebrated Pundit of modern times, and 
his remarks in cases of doubt or ambiguity are entitled to 
great weight. The Siddhdnta-Chandrodaya being perhaps 
too copious and exhaustive is useful to beginners but not 
always reliable. The best guide to the Sanyruka and the 
Dipikå, however is the  Tarka-Dipké-Prukésa of 
Nilakantha, popularly known as Nilakanthi. 


bk Tarka-Sangraha. 


Nilakantha appears to be a recent author. According to 
Pundit Mukunda Jha of Darbhanga he wasa son of Ràmabhatta 
surnamed Pani of Kaundinya gotra and was born in 
Andhra country. In his later years he lived at Benares 
and died in 1840. His son Lakshmi-~Nrisimha who also lived 
and died at Benares wrote a commentary, Bhiskarodayd on 
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ABBREVIATIONS. 


B. P.—Dhdsha-Purichchheda by Visvanitha  Pafichánana, 
edited and translated by Dr. E. Roer ( Bibliotheca 
Indica ). 

Brahm. Sit. —BraAma-Sütras of Bádaràyana with the 
scholium of Sankaráchárya. 

Brih. Up. 

Brih. Ar. U 

Din. —Dinakar! or Siddhánta-Muktávali-Praká$a by Diva- 
kara Bhatta. 

G. 8. —Gotana-Sdira or Gotama’s Aphorisms of Nyáya. 

J. B. B. R. A. 8.—Journal of the Bombay Branch of the 
Royal Asiatic Society. 

Jaimi. 8, —Jaimini's Sétras on Parva-mimimsd. . 

Kath, Up. —Xathopanisha«. 

Kus. —KusumdAjali of Udayanüchárya edited and translated 
by E. B. Cowell. ( Cale. 1864. ) 

N. B. —Nydya-Bodhini by Govardhana. 

Nil. or Nilakantha. —Tarka-Dipiküá-Prak&éa by Nilakantha. 

Ny&ya-B. —Nyáya-Bindu edited by Dr. P. Peterson ( Bibli. 
Ind. ) 

Ny&ya-B. T. —Nyáya-Bindu- Tikà by  Dharmottarüchárya 
edited by Dr. P. Peterson. 

Ny&ya- K. —Nydya-Kosha by Bhimacharya 2nd ed. (Bombay 
Sanskrit Series. ) 

p. B. —Praéastapáda's Bhdshya with Sridhara’s Nydya- 
Kandali edited by Vindhyesvariprasid (Vizianagaram 
Series, Benares. ) 

Sankhya-T. K, —-SdnkhyasLativa-~Kaumudi by Vichaspati- 
migra edited by Tarandth Tarka-Vichaspati(Calc.1871.) 

Sary, D. 8. —-Sarva-Darsana-Sangraha by Mádhavüchárys 
( Cale, ed. ) 


S. 0, —Siddhdnta-Chandrodaya, a commentary om Jurka- 
Sangraha by Srikrishna Dhirjati. 
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S. M. —Siddhdnia-Muktdcali by Visvanatha  Pxüchánana. 

S. P. —Saptu-Padârthi by Sivaditya. 

T. A. — l'arkámritt by Jagadisa. 

T. B. — Tavrba-Dhásh? by Kesava Misra, edited by S. M. 
Paranjpe ( Poona. ) 

T. D. —Tarka-Dipiha. 

T. K. —Tarka-Kaumudi by Laugikshi Bhiskara, edited by 
M. N. Dvivedi ( Bombay Sanskrit Series. ) 

T. S. —Tarka-Sangraha. 

Vat. —Vatsydyana’s Commentary on Gotama-Sdtra edited 
by Jibananda ( Cal. 1874. ) 

Ved. Par. —Veddnia-Puribdhashd, by Dharmarüjadhvarindra 
( Cal. ed. ) 

V. S. —Vaiseshibn-Sátra or Aphorisms of Vaiseshihu philo- 
sopby by Kanada. 

V. S. Up — Vaseshiha-Sttropashires by Sankara Misra, 
edited by Jaya Náráyana Tarka Pahchânana (Cal. (S61), 

V. S. Vritti. — Vaiseshika-st/ra- Vritti by Visvanithy Paüch- 
finana ( Cal. ed. ) 

V. V. —VáAya- Vritti, a commentary on Tarka-Sangrahn by 

Meru Sáüstri ( Bombay 1873 ). 
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तर्कदीपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च सहितः 
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[१] 
निधाय हृदि विश्वेशं विधाय गुरुवन्दनम्‌ | 
बालानां सुखबोधाय क्रियते तकेसंग्रह! |i 
अथ तकेदीपिका 
विश्वेश्वर साम्बमूतिं प्रणिपत्य RO गुरुम्‌ | 
टीकां शिशुहितां कुर्वे तर्कसंग्रहदीपिकाम्‌ ॥ 
विकीर्षितस्थ ग्रन्थस्य निर्विप्नपरिसमाष्यर्थ शिष्टाचारानुमितश्रुतिबो- 
थितकर्तव्यताकामिध्देवतानमस्कारक्षणं मङ्गले शिष्यशिक्षार्थं निवर्भ- 
श्चिकीषिंतं ग्रंथादी प्रतिजानीते--निध्ायेति | 
ननु मङ्गलस्य समापिसाधनत्वं -नास्ति मङ्गले कृतेऽपि किरणा- 
वल्यादौ समाध्यद्शनात्‌ मङ्गलाभावेऽपि कादम्बर्यादौ समापिदुर्शनादृ- 
न्वयव्यातिरिकव्यभिचारादिति चेन्न । किरणावल्यादौ विन्नतराहुल्यात्समा- 
ध्यभावः | काद्म्बयीदी तु गरन्थाद्वाहिरेव मडुलं कृतमतो न व्याभेचारः ॥ 
ननु मङ्गलस्य कतेव्यत्वे किं प्रमाणमिति चेत्‌। न। शिष्टाचारानुमितश्रुते- 
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1 Nal givesase ८. शिरां शुरू ard कार्दै वर्षादौ and किरण'वल्यादौ 


explains it निखिलविधानापुपदे- retaining the remaining -ent- 
कारस्‌ Y also reads गिरां,* ence as above. N reads diffor- 


2 AandF read fafeqaftearsa’, | ently मङ्गलाभाबरेऽपि किरणावल्या- 
but all other copies omit f- दौ समाप्तिद्शनात्‌ APSR ft 
faa’; P has असमाति.” काइम्बर्यादी सम्ताप्तचद्श ATA and 

M has diyara? for ergen- gives the other v. J. in 
यादों in this and the following a footnote. Bee" Noté lop, 
sentence, Fand Q interchange eit, 
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रेव प्रमाणत्वातं। तथाहि--मङ्कलं वेदवोधितकर्तव्यताकं, अलौकिकावि- 
गीतरिष्टाचारविषथत्वात्‌ दूर्शादिवत्‌ । भोजनादौ व्यभिचारवारणामा- 
लोकिकेति। रातिश्राद्धादौ व्यभिचारवारणायाविगीतेोति । शिष्टपदं स्पष्टा- 
थम्‌ । “न कुर्यानिष्फलं कर्म’ हते जलताङनादेरापि निषिद्धत्वादिति ॥ 
तर्कसंग्रह इति । तक्यैन्ते प्रतिपाद्यन्त इति तर्का द्रव्यादि 
पदार्थास्तेषां संग्रहः संक्षेपेण स्वरूपकथनं क्रियत इत्यर्थः | कस्मै प्रयो- 
जनायेत्यत आह--सुखबो धायेति | सुखेनानायासेन बोधः पदार्थ 
ज्ञानं त्मा इत्यर्थः ॥ ननु बहुषु तर्कग्रन्थेषु सत्सु किमर्थमपूर्वप्रम्थः 
क्रियत इत्यत आह--बालानामिति । तेषामतिविस्तुतत्वाक्वालानां 
बोथो न भवतीत्यर्थः | ्रहणधारणपटुर्बालः, न तु स्तनन्धयः । किं 
कृत्वा क्रियत इत्यत आह--निधायेति। विश्वेशं जगाननियन्तारं शिवं 
हृदि निधाय नितरां स्थापयित्वा, ' सर्वदा तद्धचानपरो भूत्वेत्यर्थः | 

गुरूणां विद्यागुरूणां वन्दनं नमस्कारं विधाय कृत्वेत्यर्थः ॥ 

अथ न्यायबोधिनी 
अखिलागमसंचारि श्रीकृष्णाख्यं परं महः | 

ध्यात्वा गोवधेनसुधीस्तजुते न्यायबोधिनीम्‌ ॥ 
चिकीर्षितस्य अन्थस्य नि वित्नपरिसमाध्यर्थमि्टदेवतानमस्कारात्मकं 

मङ्गलं शिष्यरिक्षार्थं ग्रन्थादो निबधाति--निधायेति ॥ 

[२] 
द्रञ्यगुणकर्मसामान्यविशिषसमवायाभावाः सप्त पदार्थाः ॥ 

त. दी.--पदार्थान्विम जते--द्रव्योति। पदस्यार्थः पदार्थ इति व्युत्प- 
च्याभिषेयत्वं पदार्थसामान्यलक्षणरम्‌ ॥ नम्वन्र विभागादेव सप्तत्वे सिद्धे 
समग्रहणं व्यर्थमिति चेत्‌। न। अधिकसंस्याव्यवच्छेदार्थत्वार्त्‌ ॥ नन्वाति- 


1 Bome Mss. add “ समात्तिकामो | 3 A F M and P add लभ्यते and 
मंगलमाचरत्‌ ”' इति श्रुतेः । but also inserts gi before it 
the addition is not warrant- | ¢ A FandD addsqsibeforesrhipg 
ed as the context refers to unneccssarily; Y Z read wait 
अनुमितञ्भुति only, for fae; Q. has किमर्थ tor 

2 G reads पदार्थाः समैः Sq, 
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रिक्तः पदार्थः प्रमितो न वा। नाद्यः प्रमितस्य निषिधायेगात्‌, नान्त्यः प्रति- 
योगिप्रामितिं विना निषेधानुपपत्तेरिति चेत्‌। न। पदार्थत्वं द्रव्यादिसप्षान्यत- 
मत्वव्याप्यमिति व्यवच्छेदार्थत्वात्‌ ॥ नने सप्तान्यतमत्वं सप्तभिन्नभिन्नत्व- 
मिति वक्तव्यम्‌ । एवं च सप्तभिन्नस्याप्रसिद्धच्वात्सप्तान्यतमत्वं कथामिति 
चेन्न द्रव्यादिसप्तान्यतमत्वं द्रव्यादिभेद्सप्तकाभाववत्त्वनित्युक्तत्वात्‌ । 
एवमग्रेऽपि geI ॥ 

न्या. बो.--अथ पदार्थान्विभजते--द्रव्योति॥ तत्र सप्तमहणं पदा- 
थत्वं द्र्व्यादिसप्तान्यतमत्वव्याप्यभिति व्याप्तिलाभाय। ननु शक्तिपदार्थ- 
स्थाष्मस्य सत्त्वात्कथं समैवेति। तथाहि वह्निसंयुक्तेन्धनादौ सत्यपि मणि- 
संयोगे दाहो' न जायते तच्छून्ये तु जन्यते | अतो मणिसमवधाने 
शक्तिर्नश्यति । मण्यभावद्शायां दाहानुकूला शक्तिरुत्पद्यत इति कल्प्यंत । 
तस्माच्छक्तिरतिरिक्तपदार्थ इति चेन्न | मणेः प्रतिबन्धकत्वेन तदभावस्य 
दाहकारणत्वेनैव निर्वाहे मणिसमवधानासमवधानाभ्यांमनन्तशक्तितत्तद्ध- 
सतत्तत्प्रागमावकल्पनाया अन्याय्यत्वात्‌।तस्मात्सपैव पदार्था इति सिद्धम्‌॥ 


[3] 

तत्र द्रव्याणि पृथिव्यप्रैजोबाय्वाकाशऋलदिगात्ममनांसि नवैव ॥ 

त, दी,---द्रव्यं विभजते~-तः्गेति । तत्र द्रव्यादिमिध्ये द्रव्याणि 
नवैवेत्मन्वयः | कानि तानीत्यत आह~-पथिवीत्यादि । ननु तमसो 
दृशमद्रव्यस्य विद्यमानत्वात्कथं नवैव द्रब्याणि। तैथाहि नीलं तमश्चलती- 
त्यबाधितप्रतीतिबलान्नीलरूपाधारतया फ्रियाधारतया च द्रव्यत्वं ताव- 
Regg | तत्र तमसो नाकाशाविपञ्चकेऽन्तर्भावो रूपवच्वात्‌। अत एव न 
वायौ, स्पर्शाभावात्सदागतिमत्वामावाञ्च। नापि तेजसि, भास्वररूपाभावा- 


कोरला नाकि 


on NI Saa कका दावार 


र 


Q. omits इति वक्तव्य and sdb- तमः खल चलं नीले परापराष भाग“ 
8५४००४ तदृथत्वात्‌1०1इत्युक्तत्वात्‌. | बत प्रसि दद्वप वै धर्म्याञ्नवेक्पो भ- 
L omits the whole passage greta; but it seems to bein- 


from ag to gwerra; 2४१7 also ! 
appears to have had doubts ferpólated from some other 


about its authenticity, Bee | Commentary, J omits aari 
Note loo, cit, also. 


2 Aand Faddafterwartgs verse | 3A and 7 omit स्पक्षा मादा. 


2 त्केसंग्रहः [ seet, 5. 


दुष्णस्पर्शाभावाच्च । नापि जले, शीतस्पर्शाभावाज्नीलरूपाश्रयत्वाच | नापि 
पृथिः्यां, गन्धवत्त्वाभावात्स्पर्श हितत्वाच्च । तस्मात्तमो दशमद्रश्यमिति 
चेन्न | तमसस्तेजोऽभावरूपत्वात्‌। तथाहि-तमो हि न रूपवद्रव्यमाठा- 
कासहकृतचक्षु्याह्यत्वादालोकाभाववत्‌ | रूपिद्रव्यचाक्षुषप्रमायामालो- 
कस्य कारणत्वात्‌। तस्मात्पोढप्रकाशकतेजःसामान्यामावस्तमः। ततर नीलं 
तमश्चलतीति प्रत्ययो भ्रमः। अतो नव द्रव्याणीति सिद्धम्‌ ॥ 

्रव्यत्वजातिमच्त्वं गुणवत्त्वं वा द्रव्यसामान्यलक्षणम्‌ ॥ लक्ष्यैकदे- 
शावृत्तित्वमव्यापिः, यथा गोः कपिलत्वम्‌ | अलक्ष्यवृत्तित्वमातिः्याषिः, 
यथा गाः शुद्धित्वम्‌ | लक्ष्यमात्ञाववनमसभवः यथा गोरेकशफत्वम्‌ । 
एतदषणत्यरहितो धर्मो लक्षणम्‌ | स एवासाधारणधर्म इत्मुच्यते। ` 
लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकसमनियतत्वमसाधारणत्यम्‌ | व्यावर्तकस्यैव लक्षणत्वे 
व्यावृत्तावभिषेयत्वादौ चातिव्याप्िवारणाय तद्विन्नत्वं थमीवेशेषणं वृथम्‌। 
व्यवहारस्यापि लक्षणप्रयोजनत्वे तु न देयम्‌, व्यावृत्तेरपि व्यवहारसा- 
धनत्वात्‌ ॥ ननु गुणवच्वं न द्रव्यसामान्यलक्षणम्‌ | STRUD उत्पन्न 
विनष्टद्रव्ये TESTÉ Ta | गुणसमानाधिकरणसत्ताभिन्नजातिमच्वस्य 
विवक्षितत्वातूं ॥ नन्वेवमष्येकं रूपं रसात्पृथगिति व्यवहाराद्रूपावावातै- 
व्यापिरिति चेन्न | एकार्थसमवायाद्‌व ताहशब्यवहारोपपत्तौ गुणे गुणा- 
नङ्कीकरणात्‌ ॥ 

न्या. बो.--द्रव्याणि विभजते-पुथिवी ति। नन्वन्धकारस्थ्र दृशम- 
द्रव्यस्य सत्त्वात्कथं नवैवोति | तथाहि नीलं तमश्चलतीति प्रतीतेनीलरूपा- 
श्रयत्वेन किथाश्रयत्वेन च द्रव्यत्वं ससिद्धम्‌। न च बलाद्रम्येष्वन्तर्भावा- 
epar दशमद्रव्यत्वमिति दाच्यम्‌। आकाशादिपिञ्चकस्य नीरूपत्वाद्वायो 
रपि नीरूपत्वान्न तेष्वन्तरभीवः | तमसो निर्गन्धत्वान्न पृथिव्यामन्तभविः | 


1 AT &Q.read wfq 107 रूपत्रतू, | 9 Nil. notices ganr as v. १, for 
2 A Fand Q here insert यथा at: लक्ष छत्वे, and romarky that the 
सास्रादिमस्पस्‌, while P and Y’ two roadiups aro identieul in 
have यथा गो; सात्रादिमत्ते साते 8 1180. 
शृङ्गित्व््‌; but the words are | 4 M adds संयोगसमवायिक्रारणत- 
found in no other copy. ne बर्छेवकतया WIAA: 
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जलतेजसोः शीतोण्णस्पर्शवत्त्वान्न तयोरन्तर्भावः। तस्मात्तमसो दृशम- 
द्रव्यत्वं सिद्धमितिचेन्न। तमसस्तेजाऽमावत्वेनेवापपत्तावतिरिक्तद्रव्यकल्प- 
नायां मानाभावात्‌ p न च विनिगमनाविरहात्तज एवान्धकाराभावर्व- 
रूपामिति वाच्यम्‌ | तेजसोऽभावस्वरूपते सर्वानुभृतोष्णस्पर्शस्याअथ- 
बाधाहूव्यान्तरकल्पने गोरवात्‌ | तस्मादुण्णस्पर्शरूपणुणाश्रत्रतथा तेजसो 
द्रव्यत्वे सिद्धम्‌ । तमसि नीलरूपप्रतीतिस्तु आन्तिरेव॑ दीपापसरणक्रि- 
याया एव तत्र मानात्‌ ॥ 
[2] 

रूपरसगन्धस्पशैसंख्यापरिमागपृथअत्वसंयोगविभागपत्वापर- 
त्वगुरुत्वद्रवत्वसेहशब्दयुद्विसुखदुःखेच्छाद्रेषपयत्नधमाधमेसंस्का- 
qag ATAN; ॥ 

त. दी.--गृणं विमजते--रूपेति । द्रव्यकर्मभिन्नल साते सामा- 
न्यवान्गण: | गुणत्वजातिमान्वा। ननु लघुत्वमुदुत्वकठिनत्वादीनां विद्यमा- 
नत्वात्कर्थं चतुर्विशतिगुणा इति चेन्न लघुत्वस्य गुरुत्वाभावरूपत्वात्‌ 
मृदुत्वकठिनत्वयोरवयवसंयागविशिषरूपत्वात्‌ ॥ 

[५] 
उत्क्षेपणावक्षेपणाकुश्चवनप्रसारणगमनानि पश्च कर्माणि ॥ 

त. दी.--कर्म विभजते--उत्क्षेपणेति । संयोगभिन्नत्वे सति 
संयोगासमवायिकारणं कर्म । कर्मत्वजातिमद्ठा ॥ ननु श्रमणादेरप्यति- 
Ree कर्मणः सस्वात्‌ TERT Ten fu Tub | भ्रमणादीनामापे गम- 
नेऽन्तमीवान्न पञ्चाविधत्वविरोधः ॥ 

[६] 
परमपरं चेति द्विविधं सामान्यम्‌ ॥ 
1 U. and W read स्पश श्रियद्रदं | िष्वतिव्याप्तिरत उक्त सामान्यवा- 
2 ए. has नीलत्वादि aud W. adds निति; but the passage is nei- 
एवं कर्मबत्ता प्रतीति रापे. thor noticed by Nil, nor found 
$ N here adds सामान्यपानित्युक्ते iu any other copy. 
KATE मं णो र irs प्तिरत्तस्त aT- (Aad cilia tae: 


are व्रव्यकमे मिञ्चत्वे rn e j 
ब्यकर्म भिन्न इत्युच्यमाने सामान्या" | 5 Some Mes, omit this sentence, 
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त. दी.--सामान्यं विभजते---परामाते । परमधिकदेशवृत्ति । 
अपरं न्यनदेशवृत्ति । सामान्यादिचितृष्टये जातिनीस्ति ॥ 
[७ | 
नित्यद्रव्यहत्यो विशेषास्त्वनन्ता एवं ॥ 
त. दी विशेषं विमजंते--नित्येति | प्रयिब्यादिवतुष्टयस्य 
परमाणव आकाशादिपञ्चक च नित्यद्रः्याणि ॥ 


[८] 
समवायस्त्वेक एवं ॥ 
त. दी.--समवायस्य भेदो नास्तीत्याह--समवाय स्त्विति ॥ 


[९] 
अभावश्चतुर्विधः । प्रागभावः प्र्वंसाभावो5त्यन्ताभावो5न्यो- 
न्याभावथेति ॥ 
त. दी.--अभावं विभजंते--अभावोते ॥ 


[ १० ] 
गन्धवती परथिवी । सा द्विविधा नित्यानित्या चं । नित्या 
परमाणुरूपा | अनित्या कायेरूपा | पुनख्रिविधा शरीरेब्रियवि- 
घयभेदात्‌ | शरीरमस्मदादीनाम्‌ | इन्द्रियं गन्धग्राहकं घाणं नासा- 
qaid | विषयो मृत्पाषाणादिः ॥ 


q. दी.--तोदेशादिक्रमानुसारात्याथिव्या gags 
तीति । aren पदार्थसंकीर्तनमुद्देशः । उद्देशक्रमे च सर्वत्रेच्छैव निया= 
मिका । ननु सुरभ्यसुरभ्यवयवारब्धे द्रव्ये परस्परविरोधेन गन्धानुत्पादाद्‌- 
ब्याप्िः। न च तत्र गन्धप्रतीत्यनुपपात्तिरिति वाच्यम्‌ | अवयवगन्धस्यैव तन्न 


memet DE ahii aiai a 

1 A omits देश 3 A and B add get after sw, 

2ADFEKQ. W. end X add | 4 All copies excopt A B aud F 
wa before गन्धवती; See Note omit yt before पुनः; See Note 
low. oft ad loc, eit, 
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प्रतीतिस॑भवेन चित्रगन्धानङ्कीकारात्‌ ॥ कि चोत्पन्नविनष्टषटादावव्याप्ति- 
रिति चेन्न गन्धसमानाविकरणद्रव्यत्वापरजातिमच्वस्थैव विवाक्षितत्वात्‌। 
ननु जलादावापि गन्धप्रतीतेरतिव्यापिरिति चेन्न अन्वयऽयतिरेकाभ्यां 
पृथिवीगन्धस्थैव तत्र भानाङ्कीकारात्‌। ननु तथापि कालस्य सर्वाधारतया 
सवेषां लक्षणानां कालेऽतिव्यातिरिति चेन्न सर्वाथारताप्रयोजकसंतन्ध- 
मिन्नसंबन्येन लक्षणस्यामेमतत्वात्‌ ॥ 

प्रथिवा विभजते--सा द्विविधेति । नित्यत्वं ध्वंसाप्रतियोगित्वम्‌। 
ध्व॑सप्रतियोगित्वमनित्यत्वम्‌ ॥ प्रकारान्तरेण विमजते--पुनारिति | 
आत्मनो भोगायतनं शरीरम्‌ | यद्वच्छिन्नात्माने भोगो जायते तद्धो- 
गायतनम्‌ | सुखदुःखान्यतरसाक्षात्कारो भोगः ॥ शब्देतरोद्धतविशे- 
षगुणानाश्रयत्वेसाते ज्ञानकारणमनःसंथोगाश्रयत्वामाद्वियत्वम्‌ | शरीरे 
न्ट्रियभिन्नो विषयः ॥ एवं च गन्धवच्छरीरं पार्थेवशरीरम्‌ गन्धवदि- 
rat पार्थिवान्वियम्‌ गन्धवान्विषयः पार्थिवविषय इति तत्तक्लक्षणं 
बोध्यम्‌ ॥ पार्थिवशरीरं दृरशीयाति--शारीरमिति । पार्थिवेद्धियं 
दूर्शयाति--इस्द्रियमिति । गन्धय्राहकामिति प्रयोजनकथनम्‌ | 
घराणामिति संज्ञा । नासाग्रेत्याश्रयोकिः । एवमुत्तरत्रापि ज्ञेयम्‌। 
पार्थिवावेषयं दुर्शयाति--विषयेति ॥ 

न्या. बो.--गन्धवतीति | गन्धवत्वं पृथिव्या लक्षणम्‌ | लक्ष्या 
पृथिवी | पुथिवीत्वं लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकम्‌ | यद्धमीवच्छिन्नं लक्ष्यं स धर्मो 
लक्ष्यतावच्छेद्कः। यो धर्मो यस्यामवच्छेद्कः सा तद्धर्मावच्छिक्ना लक्ष्यता। 
तथा च लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकं पुथिवीत्वे, लक्ष्यता पृथिवीत्वावच्छिक्ना एवं 
शीतस्पशादिलक्षणषु जलादीनां लक्ष्यता जलत्वादीनां लक्ष्यतावच्छेकत्वं 
q बोध्यम्‌ ॥ 

[११] 

शीतस्पशेवत्य आपः | ता द्विविधाः नित्या आनित्याश्च | नित्याः 

परमाणुरूपाः। अनित्याः कार्यरूपाः | पुंनस्िविधाः शरीरेन्द्रियवि- 


1 A and B insert gr: before qst: ceding section, 
See Note on atin the last pre- 
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षयभेदात्‌ | शरीरं वरुणलोके । इन्द्रियं रसग्राहकं रसनं Rat- 
ग्रवतिं | विषयः सरित्ससुद्रादि। I 

त. दी.--अपां लक्षणमाह--शीतेति | उत्पन्नविनष्टजले ऽ्यापि- 
वारणाय शीतस्पर्शसमानाधिकरणद्रव्यत्वापरजातिमच्वे तात्पर्यम्‌ । शीतं 
शिलातलमित्यादौ जलसंबन्धादेव शीतस्पर्शमानमिति नातिव्याप्तिः | 
अन्यत्सर्व पूर्वरीत्या व्याख्येयम्‌ ॥ 


[ १२ | 
उष्णस्पशेवत्तेजः | तद्विविधं नित्यमनित्यं च। नित्यं परमाणु- 
रूपस्‌ । अनित्यं कार्यरूपम्‌ । gard शरीरेन्द्रियाविपयभेदात्‌ । 
शरीरमादित्यलोके | इन्द्रियं रूपग्राहकं चक्षुः pagali 
विषयश्चतुर्विधः । भौमदिव्यौदर्याक रजभेदात्‌ | भौमं बन्द्यादिकम्‌ | 
अबिन्धनं दिव्यं विद्युदादि । भुक्तस्य परिणामहेतुरौदयम्‌ | आ- 
करजं सुबणोदि 


त. दी.-तेजसो लक्षणमाह--उष्णस्पर्दवादिति | उष्णं जल- 
मिति प्रतीतेस्तेजःसंबन्धानुविधापित्वान्नातिन्यामिः | विषयं विभजते--- 
ARA । ननु सुवर्ण पार्थिवं पीतत्वाहुरुत्वाद्धरिद्रादिवदिति चेन्न | 
अत्यन्तानलसंयोगे सति घ॒तादौ द्रवत्वनाशद्‌र्शनेन, जलमध्यस्थघृतादौ 
द्रवत्वनाशादूर्शमेन, असति प्रतिबन्धके पार्थिवद्रव्यद्रवत्वनाशा्रि- 
संयोगयोः कार्यकारणभावावधारणात्‌ | सुवर्णस्यात्यम्तानलसं यागे सत्यः 
नुच्छिद्यमानद्रवत्वादिकरणत्वन पार्थिवत्वानुपपत्तेः | तस्मात्मीतद्ृब्य- 
द्रवत्वनाशप्रणिबन्धकर्तया द्रवद्रव्यान्तरसिद्धौ नेमिनिकद्रवत्ाविकरण- 
तया जलत्वानुपपत्तेः, रूपवत्तया वाय्वािष्वनन्तर्भावात्‌ , ते जसत्व- 
सिद्धिः | तत्रोण्णस्पर्शमास्वररूपयोरुपथ्म्भकपार्थिवरूपस्पशीभ्यां nfqg- 
न्धादनुपलब्धि: | तस्मात्सुवर्ण तेजसमिति सिद्वम्‌ ॥ 


1 A Band X add gfe after A inserts qang after "arii 
भावित्यलोके- BUNT 
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i [33] 
खूपरहितस्पशेवान्वायुः । स द्विविधो नित्योऽनित्यश्च | नित्यः 
परमाणुरूपः | अनित्यः कायरूपः | पुनखिविधः शरीरोन्द्रियवि- 
पयभेदात्‌ । शरीरं वायुलोके | इन्द्रियं स्पशेग्राहकं त्वक्सवेशरीर- 
वाति | विपयो द्रक्षादिकम्पनहेतुः | 


शरीरान्तःसंचारी वायुः प्राणः । स चेकोऽप्युपाधिमेदात्मा- 
णापानादिसंज्ञां लभते ॥ 


त. ढ़ी.--वायुं लक्षयाति---रूपराहितेति आकाशादावतिव्यापिवा- 
रणाथ “परशवारनिति। प्रथिव्यादावतिव्यात्तिवारणाय रूपरहितेति i 
नमु प्राणस्य कृत्रान्तभीव इत्यत आह--शरीरेति | स चेति | एक 
एव प्राण; स्थानभदात्प्राणापानादिशब्दै््यवद्वियत इत्यर्थः | स्पर्शानुमेयो 
वायुः p तथाहि-योऽयं वायो वाति सत्यनुष्णाशीतस्पशो भासते स 
enh: क्चिदाश्रिता गुणत्वाद्रूपवत्‌ । न चास्य प्रृथिव्याश्रय TRANT- 
शवितः पार्थिवरयोद्भतरूपवच््वामियमात्‌ | न जलतेजसी, अनुष्णाशीत- 
स्पर्शवच्तात्‌। न पिमुचतुएयं, सर्वेत्रोपलन्धिप्रसङ्कात्‌ | न मनः, परमाणु- 
स्पर्शस्यातीन्द्रि्रः आत्‌ । तस्माद्यः प्रतीयमानस्पशौश्रयः स॒ वायुः ॥ ननु 
वायुः प्रत्यक्षः प्रत्यक्षस्पशाश्रयत्वाद्धटवादिति चेन्न । उद्भूतरूपवत्त्वस्यो- 
पाथित्वात्‌ | यत्र द्रव्यत्वे सति बहिरिन्द्रयजन्यप्रत्यक्षत्वं THT AT 
वत्वमिति घटादी साध्यव्यापकत्मम्‌ | यत्र प्रत्यक्षस्पशीश्रथत्वं तत्नोद्धूत- 
रूपवत्वं नास्तीति पक्षे साधनाव्यापकत्वम्‌। न चैवं तप्तवारिस्थतेजसोऽ- 
प्यप्रत्यक्षत्वापात्तिः | इष्टत्वात्‌ | तस्माद्रूपरहितत्वाद्वायुरप्रत्यक्षः di 


इदानीं कार्यरूपपुथिन्याक्भितुष्टयस्योत्पत्तिविमाशक्रमः कथ्यते | 
ईश्वरस्य चिकीर्षावशात्परमाण॒षु क्रिया जायते । ततः परमाणुद्ध- 
यसंयोगे सति झणकमत्प्यते | त्रिभिर्थषणुकेरूयणुकम्‌ । एवं चतुरणुका- 
दिनक्रमेण महती परथिवी महत्य आपा महत्तेजो महान्वायुरुत्पथते | 
एवमुत्पन्नस्थ कार्यद्रव्यस्थ संजिहीर्षावृशात्परमाणुषु क्रिया | कियया 
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परमाणुद्दयविभागे सति ARTN: | ततख्यणुकनाशंः | ततश्चतुर- 
णुकस्येत्येवं महापुथिव्यादिनाश: ॥ असमवाथिकारणनाशाहूबणुकनाश:, 
समवाय्रिकारणनाशाल्य्यणुकनाश इति संप्रदायः | सर्वेत्रासमवायिकार- 
णनाशाहुव्यनाश इति नवीनाः ॥ 

किं पुनः परमाणुसद्भावे प्रमाणम्‌ । उच्यते । जालसूर्यमरीचिस्थं 
सूक्ष्मतमं यद्रज उपलभ्यते तत्सावयवम्‌ , चाक्षुषद्रन्यत्वात्पटवत्‌ | ञ्यणु- 
कावयवोऽपि सावयवो महदारम्भकत्वात्तन्तुवत्‌ | यो द्रणकावयव: स 
परमाणुः । स च नित्यः। तस्यापि कार्यत्वे ऽनवस्थाप्रसङ्गांत्‌ | सृष्टप्रिलय- 
सद्भावे “ धाता यथा पूर्वमकल्पयत्‌ ” इत्यादि श्रातिः प्रमाणम्‌ । सर्व 
कार्यद्रव्यध्वंसोऽवान्तरप्रलयः। सर्वभावकार्थच्वसो महाप्रलय इति विवेकः॥ 

न्या. बो.--एवं प्रथिव्यादि त्रिकं निरूप्य वायुं निरूपथाति~ - 
रूपराहितेति | रूपराहितत्वे सति स्पर्शवत्त्वं वायोलक्षणम । maad- 
म्या विशिष्टार्थकतया रूपरहितत्वविशिष्टस्पर्शवच्वं वायोलैक्षणम्‌ | विशे- 
षणानुपादान स्पर्शीवच्वमात्रस्य लक्षणत्वे पृथिव्यादिनिकेऽतिन्यामि 
स्तद्वारणाय विशेषणोपादानम्‌ | तावन्मा्रोपादानं आकाशादिपञ्चकेऽ- 
तिव्यापिस्तत्रापि रूपरह्वितत्वस्य सत्त्वात | अत उक्तं स्पर्शीति | अति- 
्याप्तिनामालक्ष्ये लक्षणसच्वम्‌ | यथा गोः gigi लक्षणं कृतं चैव्‌ 
लक्ष्यमूतगोभिन्नमाहिष्थादावतिव्यापिस्त्ञापि शूङ्कित्वस्य विद्यमानत्वात्‌ | 
अव्याप्तिनाम लक्ष्यैकदेशावृत्तित्वम्‌ | लक्ष्यतावच्छेद्काश्रयीभूते ITUR 
लक्षणस्यासच्वमेवान्याप्तिरित्यर्थः | यथा गोनीलरूपवत्य कृतं चेच्छ- 
ame नीलरूपाभावाद्व्यापिः | असंभवो नाम लक्ष्यमात्र कत्रा 
लक्षणासत््वं यथा गोरेकनाफत्वं गोसामान्यस्य द्विशफत्वेनेकशफवत्त्वस्य 


1 AFN. Q. and W add after | » AO, N, T YZ put the first 
this तथाच मेरुसषपयोरपि समान part of the sentenco iu the 
परिम्ताणत्वापत्ति - F reads "पत्तेः, form of a पूर्वपक्ष as नस सृष्टिष- 
N has तुल्यत्वप्रसज्ञ: for समानः | छयसद्धाव fe प्रमाणम; A UK Z 

` परिभाणत्वापत्ति:,४४४1७ Q, has g- omit ag; A K Y read मागस 
ल्यपरिमाणापत्तेः, but as all othor lor POM 
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कुत्राप्यसत्वातू । अतिव्याप्रचव्याप्तचसंभवानां निष्कृथ्लक्षणान्युच्यन्ते । 
लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकसमानाधिकरणत्वे सति लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकावाच्छिन्नप्रति- 
योगिताकभेदसामानाधिकरण्यमतिव्याप्रिः | अव्यापिस्तु लक्ष्यतावच्छे- 
दकसमानाधिकरणत्वे सति लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकसमानाधिकरणात्यन्ताभाव- 
प्रतियोगित्वम्‌ । असंभवस्तु लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकव्यापकीभूताभावप्रति- 
योगित्वम्‌ ॥ 


[ १४ | 
शब्दगुणमाकाशम्‌ | तच्चैकं विश्व नित्यं च ॥ 

त. दी.---आकाशं लक्षयति शब्दगुणमिति | नन्वाकाशमापे किं 
पृथिव्यादिवन्नाना । नेत्याह--तञ्चैकमिति। भेद्‌ प्रमाणामावादित्यर्थः | 
एकत्वादेव सर्व्रो पलम्भेर्विमुत्वमङ्कीकतेन्यमित्याह--विभ्विति। सर्व- . 
मृतेद्रन्यसंयोगित्वं विभुत्वम्‌ | ded परिच्छिन्नपरिमाणवच्तवं क्रियावत्त्वं 
वा | विभुत्वादेवात्मवान्नित्यामैत्याह--नित्यं चेति ॥ 


न्या. बो.--आकाशं लक्षयाति। झाब्द्गुणक मिति | अत्र गुणपद्‌- 
माकाशे शब्द्‌ एव विशेषगुण इति द्योतनाय नत्वतिब्याभ्िवारणाय | 
समवायेन शब्द्वत्भमान्रस्य सम्यक्त्वात्‌ | तदुक्तं | रूपं गन्धो रसः स्पर्शः 
लेहः सांसिद्विको द्रवः । बुद्ध्चादिभावनान्ताश्च शब्दे वैशेषिका गुणाः ॥ 
तञ्चैकमिति | अनेकत्वे मानाभावादितिभावः । विश्विति । सर्वमूर्त- 
द्रृव्यसंयोगित्व॑ विभुत्वम्‌ । मूर्तत्व॑ च क्रियाश्रयत्वम्‌ | प्रथिव्यमेजोवायु~ 
मनांसि मूर्तानि | पृथिव्यप्तेजोवाब्वाकाशपश्चक॑ भूतपद्वाच्यम्‌ । भूतत्वं 
नाम बहिरिन्द्रियग्राह्माविशेषगुणवत्वम्‌ ॥ 


[ १५ | 
अतीतादिव्यवहारहेतुः कालः | स चैको विश्वुनित्यश्र ॥ 
त. दी.--कालं लक्षयाति--अतीतेति | सर्वाधारः कालः सर्वः 
कार्यनिमित्तकारणं च ॥ 


ज पाड भाकित nt 


1 V reads fagemarngera for | ५ निष्छलक्षणान्युच्यन्त, 


१२ THAME: | वादा, 19, 


न्या. बो.--कालं लक्षयति--अर्ती तात | व्यवहारतृत्तस्थ लक्ष 
णत्वे व्यवहारहेतुभूतथरादावति>॥प्रेस्त,!२०॥ । अताताते. PROI- 
पादानम्‌ ॥ 
[ १६] 


प्राच्यादिव्यवहारहेतुर्दिक । सा चेका बिश्वी नित्या a ॥ 

त. दी.--दिशो लक्षणमाह---प्राचौतं । दिगपि qm fa- 
मित्तकारणम्‌ ॥ 

न्या. बो.--दिशो लक्षणमाह--घराच्याति। 243 9e ddr 
दिक्प्राची | अस्ताचलसंनिहिता दिक्प्रतीच। । मेरा; सीनहिता (८१00) 


मेरोब्यवहिता दिगवाची ॥ 
[ १७ | 


ज्ञानाधिकरणमात्मा । स द्विविधः परमात्मा cabaret च | 
तत्रेश्वरः rg: परमात्मक एव । जीवात्मा प्रतिशरीरं भिन्नो 
विभुनित्यश्न ॥ 

त. दी.---आत्मनो लक्षणम।ह--ज्ञानेति ॥ आत्मानं निभजंते-- 
स द्विविध इति | परमात्मनो उद्षणना उ qi | नित्पज्ानाधे- 
करणत्वमीश्वरत्वम्‌ ॥ नन्वीश्वरस्य were कि प्रमाणम्‌ । न aa- 
त्यक्षम | तद्वि बाह्यमाभ्यन्तरं वा । नायमरूपिद्रन्यलात । Ale HIH- 
सुखादिव्यतिरिक्तत्वात्‌ । नाप्यनुमानं लि.शभावाईति we । fae 
surge कर्तृजन्य कार्यत्वाद्वर्तदित्वनमानर् YAMA, d 


LABOR Qand X read नित्या | 4 A | 810 (२, insert नाप्यागसस्त- 


विभ्वी च, but the reading ad थाविधागमाभावात alter fesgerar 
opted in tho text is butter us Ata, but the words uppearto ho 
it agreos with tho definitions interpolated and are ineousin- 
of काल and ATERT. tont with the Vedie txt eitod 
2 A BX जीवात्मा परमात्मा च, C, further on, “A has sequat 
G site: for जीवात्मा, Wip TOUT FUTT S172 शाब्दस्य 


9 A 13 501 सुखदःखादिरदितः ४107 | वेदात्मकस्यश्वराक्तत्वन TATORT- 
एष. e^ panat तत्यामाण्यासद्धेः. 


ECT. 18. ] तकेदीपिकया न्यायबाधिन्या च सहितः १३ 


उपादानगाचरापराक्षज्ञानाचिकीर्षाक्रातिमच्वं "dedu | उपादानं समवा- 
यिकारणम्‌ | सकलपरमाण्वादिसूक्ष्मदाशित्वात्सवज्ञत्वम्‌ । “ यः सर्वज्ञः 
स स्वाविद " इत्याद्यागमोपे तत्र प्रमाणम्‌ ॥ 

जीवस्य लक्षणमाह---जीव इति । सुखाद्याश्रयत्वं जीवलक्षणम्‌ । 
ननु “ मनुष्यो ऽहं जाह्मणो ऽहम्‌ ” इत्यादौ सर्वत्राह॑प्रत्यये शरीरस्यैव 
विषयत्वाच्छरीरमेवात्मेति चेन्न । शरीरस्यात्मत्वे करपादादिनाशे साति 
शरीरनाशादात्मनोऽपि नाशप्रसङ्कात्‌। नापीन्द्रियाणामात्मत्वम्‌ | तथात्वे 
“ योऽहं घटमद्राक्षं सोऽहमिदानीं त्वचा स्पृशामि ” इत्यनुसंधाना- 
भावप्रसङ्कादन्यानुभ्‌तेऽन्यस्यानुसंधानायोगात्‌ | तस्मादेहेन्द्रियन्यतिरिक्तो 
जीवः | सखदुःखादिवेचित्धात्प्रतिशरीरं भिन्नः । स च न परमाणुः 
शरीरब्यापिसुखाथनुपलान्विप्रसङ्कात्‌ | न मध्यमपारिमाणः | तथा सत्य- 
नित्यत्वप्रसङ्केन कृतनाशाङ्ृताभ्यागमप्रसङ्कात्‌ | तस्मान्नित्यो fafta: ॥ 


न्या. बो.-आत्मानं निरूपरति-ज्ञानाधिकरणमिति i 
अधिकरणपदं समवायेन ज्ञानाश्रयत्वलामार्थम्‌ di 


| १८ | 
मुखाद्यपलब्धिसाधनामिन्द्रियं मनः । तश्च प्रत्यात्मनियतत्वाद- 
नन्तं परमाणुरूपं नित्यं च ॥ 

त. दी.--मनसो लक्षणमाह--सुखेति । स्पर्शरहितत्वे सति 
क्रियावत्त्वं मनसो लक्षणम्‌ | मनी विभजते--तञ्चोति । एकैकस्या- 
त्मन एंकेकं मन इत्यात्मनामनेकत्वान्मनसोऽप्यनेकत्वमित्यर्थः | परभा- 
rer | मध्यमपरिमाणत्वेऽनित्यत्वप्रसङ्गोदित्यर्थः । ननुं मनो 
नाणु किन्तु विभू, स्पर्शरहितद्रव्यत्वादाकाशवदिति Ta | मनसो विभुत्व 
आत्ममनःसंयोगस्थासमवायेकारणस्यामावाज्ज्ञानानुत्पत्तिप्रसङ्कात्‌ । न 
च विभुद्वयसंयोशो ऽस्त्विति वाच्यम्‌ । तत्संयोगस्य नित्यत्वेन सुषु- 
पः्चमावप्रसङ्कात्‌ | पुरितद्यातिरिक्तप्रदेश आत्ममनःसंयोगस्य सर्वदा 


Hoke Wm M 
1 A Binsert दु:ख ५५०५ सुख quite | 2 EH read aget. 
unnoccessarily. 


१४ तर्कसंग्रहः | 8801. 18. 


विद्यमानत्वात्‌ | अणुस्वे तु यदा मनः परीताति नाड्यां प्रविर्शात 
तदा सुषुपिः | यदा निःसरति तदा ज्ञानोत्पात्तिरित्यणत्वसिद्धि: ॥ 

न्या. बो.--मनो निरूपयति सुखादीति। उपलब्धिर्नाम साक्षा" 
त्कारः | तथा च सुखादिसाक्षात्कारकारणत्वे सतीन्द्रियत्वं मनसो ल- 
क्षणम | इन्द्रियत्वमातरोक्तो चक्षरादावतिव्यागिरतः पूर्वदलम्‌ । AN- 
प्यानुपादान आत्मन्यरतिव्यासिरात्मनो ज्ञानादिकं प्रति समवाथिकारणः 
त्वात्‌ । अत इन्द्रियत्वोपादानम्‌ ॥ 


[ १९ | 

चक्षुमोत्रग्रा्यी गुणो रूपम्‌ | तच्च शुकृनीळपीतरक्तहरितकपि- 
शाचित्रभेदात्सप्तविधं परथिवीजलतेजोद्रात्ते तत्र प्रथिव्यां सप्ततिधम्‌ | 
अभास्वरथुक्कं AS | भास्वरशुक्क तेजासि ॥ 

त. दी.--रूपं लक्षयाति---चक्षारिति | संख्यादावातेव्यापिवारणाय 
मात्रपदम्‌ । रूपत्वेउतिव्याप्तिवारणाय गुणपदम्‌ | प्रभाभित्तिसंथोंगे.;ति- 
ञ्यातिवारणाय चक्षुमीत्रग्राह्मजातिमत्त्वं वीच्यम्‌ । रूपं विभजते--त- 
च्येति॥ नन्वव्याप्मवृत्तिनीलादिसमुदाय एव चित्ररूपमिति चेक्ष | रूपस्य 
व्याप्यदृत्तित्वनियमात्‌ | ननु चित्रपटे ऽवयवरूपस्थ प्रतीतिरस्त्विति चेन्न । 
रूपरहितत्वेन पटस्याप्रत्यक्षत्वप्रसङ्गात्‌। न च रूपवत्समवेतत्वं प्रत्यक्षत्व- 
प्रयोजकं गौरवात्‌ | तस्मात्पटस्य प्रत्यक्षत्वानुपपच्या वित्ररूपसिद्धिः ॥ 
रूपस्याश्रयमाह--पथिक्षीति | आश्रयं विभज्य दर्शयाति--तत्चेति॥ 


1 A, B, X rend अभास्वरं शुक्क and that of तेजस; whilo, taken 
भास्वरं qe a respeotiv oly;J KC, 
have tho same as A without 
the last sr; E, G, H have qu |.. s 
भास्वर. The reading adopted adverbs modifying sp. 
in the toxt is that of O, D, and N has विशेष्यपद दयं for ggat- 
Sc,, and is preferred as making अग्राह्मजातिमत्त्व वाच्यम. C, Y, 7 
tho senso clearer. अभस्चर' and omit tho sentence पघ्रभाभि्लि 
भास्वर, when prefixed to aT, rt. 5 while A omits the next 
serve to distinguish the parti- Benteneo eq ४0, (4, L, M, P 
vular kind of शुहृनत्य01 arg from and W. omit both sentences. 


separately, thoy cau give pro- 
por 80186 only if coustrned as 


tz 
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न्या. बो.---रूपं लक्षयाते--चक्षुमाज्रेति । चक्षर्मानम्राह्यत्ववि- 
शिष्टगुणत्वं रूपस्य लक्षणम्‌ । विशेष्यमाञ्रोपादाने रसादावतिब्याप्रिः | 
अतश्वक्षुमांचयाह्येति | तावन्मात्रोपादाने रूपत्वे5तिव्याप्तिः | यो गुणो 
यदिन्द्रियग्राह्मस्तन्निष्ठा जातिस्तदभावस्तदिन्द्रियग्राह्म इति नियमात्‌ | 
तद्वारणाय विशेष्योपादानम्‌ | चक्षुर्मात्रग्ाह्मत्वं नाम चक्षुर्भिज्ञिन्द्रिया- 
ग्राह्मत्वे सति चक्षुर्याह्मत्वम्‌ । मात्रपदानुपादाने संख्यादिसामान्यगुणे$- 
Aam: संख्यादावपि चक्षु्राह्यत्वावोशिष्टगुणत्वस्य सत्त्वात्‌ | अत- 
स्तद्वारणाय माञ्जपदम्‌ | संख्यादेश्चक्षुर्भिन्त्वागिन्द्रियगराह्यत्वाच्चक्षुर्मा- 
amga नास्ति । अतीन्द्रिये गुरुत्वादावतिव्याप्तिवारणाय चक्षुर्या- 
ह्येति । अन्न लक्षण ग्राह्यत्वं नाम लोकिकप्रत्यक्षावेषयत्वम्‌ | अग्राह्यत्वं 
नाम तदाविषयत्वम्‌ | तथा च चक्षुर्भिनेन्द्रियजन्यत्वाचसाक्षात्कारा- 
विषयत्वे साति चक्षुर्जन्य चाक्षुषप्रत्यक्षविषयन्वामिति फलितार्थः | ननु 
प्रभाभित्तिसंथोगे रूपलक्षणस्यातिन्यापिस्तस्थ चक्षुमीत्रधाह्मगुणत्वादिति 
चेन्न । गुणपद्स्य विशेषगुणपरत्वात्‌ । न चैवं विशेषगृणघडितिलक्षणे 
संझ्यादावतिव्याप्तथमावान्मात्रपद्वेयर्थ्यीमिति वाच्यम्‌ | जलमात्रवृत्ति- 
सांसिद्धिकद्रवच्वेऽतिव्याप्तिवारणाय तदुपादानात्‌ ॥ अथवा चक्षुमौ- 
नग्माह्मजातिमद्रुणत्वस्य लक्षणत्वान्न प्रभाभित्तिसयोगादावतिव्यापिः 
संयोगत्बजातेश्क्षु्मातरश्राह्मत्वाभावाद्वटपटसंयोगस्य त्वागिद्धियम्राद्मत्वा- 
agra त्वागेन्द्रियभाह्यत्वात । अत्र जातिघटितलक्षणे गुण- 
त्वानुपादाने थक्षमीत्रग्राद्यातिमाति सुबर्णादावतिन्यापिः | अतस्तद्वा 
रणाय तदुपादानभ्‌ ॥ एवं रसादिलक्षणे विशेषणानुपादाने लक्ष्याभे- 
नगुणादावतिव्याति: | विशष्यानुपादाने लक्ष्यमाज्ञवृत्तिरसत्वगन्धत्वादा- 
बतिव्याप्तिः । भतो विशेषणविशेष्ययोरुमयोरुपादानम्‌ ॥ 
[Re] 

THAT गुणो रसः | स च मधुराम्ललबणकदुकपायतिक्त- 
भेदात्षडिधः | पृथिवीजलवृत्तिः | पृथिव्यां षडिथः | जले मधुर एव ॥ 

त. दी.--रसं लक्षयावे---रसनोते । रसत्वेऽतिन्यापतिपरिहाराय 


१६ नकेसंभद: | spor. 20, . 


गुणपदम्‌ । रसस्याश्रयमाह--पृथिवीति ॥ आश्रयं विभज्य दर्शयति 
~~-प्थिव्यामिति i 
[31] 


घाणग्राद्यी गुणी गन्धः । स च RAT सुराभिरसरभिश्र । 
पाथिवीमात्रष्ृत्तिः ॥ 
त. दी.--गन्धं लक्षमाति--घ्राणिति। गन्धत्वेणतिव्याविवारणाय 
गुणपदम्‌ ॥ 
| २२ | 
त्वगिन्द्रियमात्रग्नाद्यो गुणः स्पशेः | स च त्रिविधः । शीतोष्णा- 
नुष्णशीतभेदात्‌ पाथेव्यप्ेजोवायु्त्तिः । तत्र शीतो जले । उष्णस्ते- 
जासे | अनुष्णाशीतः mirar ॥ 
त. दी.--स्पर्श लक्षथाति---त्बगिति | स्पर्शत्व,तिव्याति4२णाय 
गुणपदम्‌ । संयोगादावतिव्याभिवारणाय HIST ॥ 
न्या. बो.--स्पर्श लक्षयाते-त्वागार्रेयमाचय़ाह्य इति। भत्रापि 
मात्रपदं संख्यादिसामान्यगुणादावतिव्यापिवारणाय | अन्यविशेषणकृत्यं 
र्ववद्गो ध्यम्‌ ॥ ग्राह्त्वपदार्थोऽपि पूर्ववत्रत्यक्षविषयत्वरूप एव बौध्यः | 
[ २३] 
रूपादिचतुष्ठयं पृथिव्यां पाकजमनित्यं च । अन्यत्रापाकजं 
नित्यमनित्यं च । नित्यगतं नित्यस्‌ । अनित्यगतमनित्यम्‌ | 
त. दी.-~पाकजमिति । पाकस्तेजःसंयोगः । तैन पूर्वरूपं नश्यति 
रूपान्तरमुत्पयत इत्यर्थः | AT परमाणुष्पेव पाको न द्णकादी । 
आमपाकनिक्षिमे घटे परमाणुषु रूपान्तूरोत्पत्ता >यामधरनाशे पुनर्थ णु- 


c घई अशी 


1 V reads संख्यादावातिव्याति' satisfactory, The one wlopted 


which is perhaps preferable. in the text may mean n fur. 
9 N Z and Nil, omnt are. naca if interpreted as a Bahu 


Other, readings are आपाक and vrihi compound आमस्य (घटस्य) 
अपाक; but all are oqually uns पाको यस्मिन 
Hh a 
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कादिक्रमेण रक्तघटोत्पात्तिः | तत्र परमाणवः समवायिकारणम्‌ । तेजः- 
संयोगो ऽसमवायिकारणम्‌ | अद्ृष्शादिक निमित्तकारणम्‌ | ्णुकादिरूपे 
कारणरूपमसवायिकारणम्‌ इति पीछुपाकवाद्नो वैशेषिकाः । पूर्वघडस्य 
नाशं विंनेवावयविन्यवयवेषु परमाणुपर्यन्तेषु च युगपद्रूपान्तरोत्पत्तिरिति 
पिठरपाकवादिनो नैयायिकाः | अत एव पार्थिवपरमाणुषु रूपादिकमानित्य- 
मित्यर्थः ॥ अन्यत्रेति। जलादावित्यर्थः | नित्यगतामिति | परमाण॒गत- 
मित्यर्थः॥ अनित्यगतमिति | द्यणुकादिनेष्ठमित्यर्थः रूपाद्चितुष्टय- 
मुद्धतं प्रत्यक्षमनुद्ूतमप्रत्यक्षम्‌ | उद्भूतत्वं प्रत्यक्षप्रयोजको धर्मः | तद्‌~ 
भावोऽनुद्भूतत्वम्‌ ॥ 

न्या. बो.-रूपादिचितुष्टयं पृथिव्यां पाकजमिति । एतत्तत््- 
निर्णयश्चेत्थम्‌ । पाको नाम विजातीयतेजःसंयोगः | स च नानाजा- 
तीयः | रूपजनको विजातीयः संयोगर्तदपेक्षया रसजनको विजा- 
तीयः । एवं स्पर्शादावापि। एवंप्रकारेण भिन्नभिन्नजातीयाः पाकाः 
कार्यवैलक्षण्येन कल्पनीयाः । तथाहि तृणपुञ्जनिक्षिस आम्रादो 
उष्मलक्षणविजातीयतेजःसंयोगात्पूर्वहरितरूपनारे रूपान्तरस्य पीता- 
देरुत्पत्तिः पूर्वरसस्याम्लस्थेवानुभवात्‌ । क्चित्पूर्वहरितरूपसच्ते5ुपि 
रसपरावृत्ति्रयते विजातीयतेजःसंयोगरूपपाकवशा्पूर्वतनाम्लरसनाशे 
मधुररसस्यानुभवात्‌। तस्माङ्गपजनकापेक्षया रसजनको विलक्षणः । 
एवं गन्धजनको विलक्षण एवाङ्कीकार्यो रूपरसयोरपरावृत्तावपि पूर्व 
गन्धनाशे विजाततीयतेजःसंयोगेन सुराभिगन्धोपलब्येः wd स्पर्श- 
अनकोऽपि पाकवशात्कठिनस्पर्शनाशे मुदुस्पर्शानुभवात्‌ | तस्माद्रूपादि- 
जनका विजातीया एव पाका यथाकार्यमुन्नेयाः | अतएव पार्थिवपरमा- 
णूनामेकजातीयत्वेऽपि पाकमहिम्ना विजातीयद्रव्यान्तरानुभवः | यथा 
गोमुक्तवृणादिनामापरमाण्वन्तं GS तृणारम्मकपरमाणुषु विजातीयतेजः- 
संयोगवशात्पूवेरूपादिचितुष्टयनाशे तदनन्तरं qup यादृशं रूपादिकि 
वतेते ताइशरूपरसगन्धस्पर्शजनकास्तेजःसंयोगा जायन्ते । तदुत्तरं 
ताइशरूपरसादृय उत्पद्यन्ते | ताद्ृशरूपादिवीरिष्टपरमाणभिर्दृभ्द्यणुक- 
मारभ्यते | ततरूयणुकादिक्रमेण महादुगधारम्मः॥ एवं महादुग्धारम्मके: 


श्द THT: [ anor. 25) 
परमाणुभिरेव qemera । एवं पाकमहिग्रेव दृध्यारम्भकेः परमाणुः 
भिर्नवर्नातारम्भ इति faq ॥ 
[२४ | 
एकत्वादिव्यवहारहेतुः संख्या । न॑वद्रव्यद्वत्तिरेकत्वादिपराधे 
पयेन्ता | एकत्वं नित्यमनित्यं चं । नित्यगतं नित्यमनित्यगतमनि 
त्यम्‌ | द्वित्वादिक॑ तु सर्वेत्रानित्यमेव ॥ 
त. दी.--संख्यां लक्षपाति--एकत्वेति ॥ 
[ २५ | 
मानव्यवहारकारणं परिमाणं | नवद्रव्यद्त्ति | तञ्चतुर्विधम्‌ अणु- 
mee wet चेति ॥ 
दी.--परिमाणं लक्षपाते--मानेति । परिमाणं विभजते--- 
तादिति । भावप्रधानो निर्देशः | अणुत्वं महत्त्वं dide हृस्वत्वं चेत्यर्थः ॥ 
[ २६ | 
पृथग्व्यवहारकारणं पृथकत्वं | सवेद्रव्यरत्ति ॥ 
त, दी.--प्रथक्त्वं लक्षयाति--प्रथागिति। इदमस्मात्पृथागीति व्य- 
वहारकारणमित्यर्थ: ॥ 
[२७ | 
संयुक्तव्यवहारहेतुः संयोगः | सवेद्रव्यदत्तिः i 
त. ढी.--संयोगं लक्षयाति---संयुक्तेति । इमो संथृक्ताविति व्यवहा- 


MAMMA QE hr Pio डड जब 


1 AB O insert असाधारण be copies is preferred, Bee Note 
tweon दपषहार and हेतु here and loc. cit 
in the following dofinitions of | 2 A B insert सा before auge- 
परिमाण! yere and संयोग, but aft. 
the roading of the majority of | 3 OB ४ X omit नित्यमनित्य स. 
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रहेतुरित्यथ: | संख्यादिलक्षणेषु सर्वत्र दिक्कालादावतिव्यात्तिवारणाया- 
साधारणेति TE देथम्‌ ॥ संयोगो द्विविधः कर्मजः संयोगजश्च। आद्यो 
हस्तक्रियया हस्तपुर्तकसंयोगः। द्वितीयो हर्तपुस्तकसंयागात्कायपुस्तक- 
संयोगः। अब्याप्यवृत्ति: संयोगः। स्वात्यन्ताभावसमानाधिकरणत्वमव्या- 
प्यतृत्तित्वम्‌ ॥ 

[ २८ | 


संयोगनाशको गुणो विभागः | सवेद्रव्यदत्तिः ॥ 

त. दी.--विभागं लक्षयाते--संयोगेति । कालादावातव्यातिवार- 
णाथ गुण इति । रूपादावतिष्याप्तिवारणाय संयोगनाशक इति। A- 
भागोऽपि द्विविधः कर्मजो विभागजश्च। आद्यो हर्ताक्रियया हस्तपुस्तक- 
विभागः | द्वितीयो हस्त पुर्तकविभागात्कायपुर्तकविभागः ॥ 


न्या. बो.--विभागं लक्षयाति--संयोगेति । संयोगनाशकत्वविशि- 
गुणत्वं विभागस्य लक्षणम्‌। विशेषणमात्रोपादाने क्रियाया अपि संयो- 
गनाशकत्वात्तत्रातिव्यापतिवारणाय गुणत्वे विशेष्यम्‌ ॥ 

[ २९ | 
परापरव्यवहारासाधारणकारणे परत्वापरत्वे | प॒थिव्यादिचतु- 
यमनोषइृत्तिनी । ते द्विविधे दिकृते कालकृते च । दूरस्थे दिकुतं 
परत्वस्‌ । समीपस्थे दिकृतमपरत्वम्‌ । ज्येष्ठे कालकृतं परत्वम्‌ | 
कनिष्ठे कालकृतमपरत्वम्‌ ॥ 

त. दी.--परत्वापरत्वयोलेक्षंणमाह-परेति। परव्यवहारासाधारण- 
कारणं TAT | अपरञ्यवषारासाधारणकारणमपरत्वमित्यर्थः। परापरत्वे 
विमजते--ते द्विविधे इति। दिकृतयोरुदाहरणमाह--द्ूरस्थ इति ॥ 
कालकृते उदाहराति-- ज्येष्ठ इति ॥ 


MEE 8 ite a H J omit असाधारण, but most | 2 HGH J and X omit giririk 
of the copies agree in rotain- ete, 
ing it. 


Ro adang: [ sgor 30. | 


ELM 
आद्यपतनासमवायिकारणं शुरुत्वं | पृथिवीजलहत्ति ॥ 
त. दी.--गुरुत्वं लक्षमाति--आद्येति। द्वितीयाविपतनस्य वेगा- 
समवायिकारणत्वाद्वेेऽतिष्यापिवारणायाद्येति ॥ 
न्या. बो.--गुरुत्वं लक्षगाति~-आद्येति। द्वितीयादिपतनक्रियायाँ 
वेगस्यैवासमवायिकारणत्वात्तत्रातिव्यापतिवारणायाद्येति। उत्तरत्र स्यन्दन 
आद्यविशेषणमपि पूर्ववदेव योजनीयम्‌ ॥ 


[31] 
आद्यस्यन्दनासमवायिकारणं द्रवत्बं । पृथिव्यप्रेजोहत्ति | तदृद्वि- 
विधं सांसिद्धिक नेमित्तिकं च । सांसिद्धिकं जले नेमित्तिकं पृथि- 
वीतेजसोः | पृथिव्यां धुत्तदावभिसेयोगजन्यं द्रवत्वम्‌ । तेजसि सुव- 
mat ॥ 

त. दी.--द्रवत्वं लक्षयति--आद्यस्यन्दनेति। स्पंदन स्रवणम। 
तेजःसंयोगजन्यं नेमित्तिकद्रवत्वम्‌ । तद्भिन्नं सांसिद्धिकद्रवत्वम्‌ । पृ- 
थिव्यां नैमित्तिकद्रवत्वमुंदाहरति~~ घृतादाविति | तजासे तदाह--- 
सुवर्णादाचिति ॥ 

[ ३२] 

'चूणीदिपिण्डीभावहेंतुगुणः स्नेहः | जळमात्रषठत्तिः ॥ 

त. दी.--लेहं लक्षयति--चुघोति | कालादावतिष्याभिवारणाथ 
गुण इति। रूपादावतिब्यापिवारणाय चूर्णादीति' ॥ 

न्या. बो.--लेहं लक्षयति-- चूर्णादीति। चणीदिपिण्डीभावहेतुत्वे 
साति गुणत्वं खेहस्य लक्षणम्‌। पिण्डीभस्वो नाम चूणीदेर्धारणाकर्षणहेतु- 
भूतो विलक्षणः संयोगः | तादृशसंयांगे खेहस्येवासाधारणकारणत्वम्‌ । न 


1 ODEJ read संयोगं, नैमित्तिक, 
2 B omits तेजसि शवर्णादो, 4 AQGJIY Z 1000 पिएडी भावषेति) 


6 GJ Y Z omit gae aitor A has gor for wq wrongly. 
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तु जलादिगतद्रधत्वस्य । तथा सति द्रुतसुवर्णादिसंयोगे चूणादेः पिण्डी- 
भावापत्तेः | अतः खेह एवासाधारणकारणम्‌ | विशेषणमात्रोपादाने काला- 
दावतिव्यापिस्तद्वारणाय विशेष्योपादानम्‌। वस्तुतस्तु द्रुतजलसंयोगस्यैव 
पिण्डीभावहेतुत्वम्‌ | wee पिण्डीभावहेतुत्वे मानाभावात्‌। जले द्वुतत्व- 
विशेषणात्कारकादिव्यादात्ति: ॥ 


[33] 


TAME गुणः शब्दः | आकाशमात्रवृत्तिः । स द्विविधो a- 
न्यात्मको वणोत्मकश्रेति । ध्वन्यात्मको भेयोदों । वणोत्मकः 
संस्कृतभाषादिरूपः ॥ 


त. दी .--शब्दं लक्षयति---श्रोच्नेति । शब्दत्वे5तिव्याप्तिवारणाय 
गुण इति। रूपादावतिव्यात्तिवारणाय श्रोत्नेति॥ शब्दखिविध: | संयोगजो 
विभागजः शब्दजश्वेति। तत्राद्यो भेरीदण्डसंयोगजन्यः | द्वितीयो वंश 
उत्पाट्यमाने दलद्वयविभागजन्यश्वटचटाशब्दः | भेयादिदेशमारभ्य श्रो- 
अपर्यन्तं द्वितीयादिशब्दाः शब्दजाः ॥ 


न्या. बो.--शब्दं लक्षयति--श्रो्ञेति। शब्दत्वे5तिव्याप्तिवार- 
णाय गुणपदम्‌ | रूपादावतिव्यापिवारणाय SPTSERT । स त्रिविध:। संयो- 
गजो विभागजः शब्दजश्रेति | भेरीदण्डसंयोगजन्यो भाङ्कारादिशब्द्‌ः। 
हस्ताभिघातसंथोगजन्यो मृदङ्कादेराब्द्‌ः | वंशे पाट्यमाने दलद्वदयविभाग- 
जश्वटचटादैशन्दः | शब्दोत्प्तिदेशंमारभ्य कर्णविवरपर्यन्त वीची- 
तरङ्गन्यायेन कद्म्बमुकुलन्यायेन वा Mra शब्दधारां 
जायन्ते | तत्रोत्तरशब्दे पूर्वश॑ब्द: कारणम्‌ ॥ ` 


[३४ | 
सवेव्यवहारहेतुबुर्द्धितानम । सा द्विविधा स्पृतिरनुभवंद्र । 


G X read "gud args, Bee 
Note loc, eit, 


1 V has उत्तरोत्तरशब्दे qaqa areg: 
2 0 K add गुणः after tg: A E 


२२ TRENE: 


संस्कारमांत्रजन्य॑ ज्ञानं स्मातेः | aay ज्ञानमनुभवः | 

त. दी.-ुद्धेलिक्षणमाह---सर्वीति। जानामीत्यनुव्यवसायगम्यज्ञा- 

नत्वमेव लक्षणमित्यर्थः | बुद्धि विभजते--सेति ॥ स्मृतेर्लक्षणमाह--- 

संस्कारेति । भावनाख्यः संस्कारः । संस्कारध्वंसेऽतिञ्यापिवारणाय 
ज्ञानामिति | घटादिप्रत्यक्षेऽतिव्याप्तिवारणाय संस्कारजन्यामिति | 
प्रत्याभिज्ञायामतिव्या्िवारणाय॒माञ्जेति ॥ अनुभवं लक्षयाति-- 
तद्धिन्नमिति । स्मृतिभिन्नं ज्ञानमनुभव इत्यर्थः ॥ 

न्या. बो.--मुद्धेलैक्षणमाह--सर्बेति। व्यवहारः शब्दप्रयोगः । 
ज्ञानं विना शब्दप्रयोगासंभवाच्छन्दृप्रयोगरूपव्यवहारहेतुत्वं बुद्धेलैक्षणम्‌। 
बुद्धि विभजते--सा द्विविधेति ॥ स्मृतिं लक्षयाति--संस्कारेति। बहि- 
रिर्द्रियाजन्यत्वाविरिष्टसँस्कारजन्यत्वविरिष्टज्ञानत्वं स्मृतेलैक्षणम्‌। विशे- 
षणानुपादामे ग्रत्यक्षा्यनुभवेऽतिन्धापिः। तद्वारणाय विशेषणोपादानम्‌ | 
संस्कारथ्वंसे पतिञ्यामिवारणाय विरोध्योपादानम्‌ | ध्वंसं प्राति प्रतियोगिनः 
कारणत्वात्संस्कारध्वंसेऽपि संस्कारजन्यत्वस्य सत्वात्‌ । प्रत्याभिज्ञायामति- 
व्याप्तिवारणाय माच्पदस्‌॥ अनुभवं लक्षपाति~- तङ्भिक्षामिति। तद्धि- 
red नाम स्मृतिभिश्चत्वम्‌। स्मृतिभिन्नत्वविशिष्टज्ञानत्वमनुभवस्य लक्षणस्‌ 
तन्न विरोषणानुपादाने स्मृतावतिव्यापिः। विशेष्यानुपादाने घटादावति- 
ब्यामतिः। अतस्तद्वारणाय विशेषणाविशेष्ययोरुभयोरुपादानम्‌ ॥ 


[ SECT. पेव. 


CE wr 


पिवारणाय ज्ञानमिति । रूपादाष- 
तिव्यापिवारणाय  सर्वव्यवहारोते 


1 J omits ara, while tho word 
and the eommoniary on it 


are added in G iu ४ marginal 
note. fe, also noticus tho 
omission of tho word in suvora] 
MSS, while the absence of the 
sontence referring to if in 


while Q has गुण for ara; but 
the passage is not found any: 
whurv ७1४०, nor noticed hy Nil 


0 AOJLDPY Z omit this sone 


boneca, und (४ adds it in the 


margin; but it 12 rotained on 


several copies of TD makes it | | 
the authority of M N Q W 


probable that the word may 


not havo existed originally. It aud Nil, 
is howovor retained in accord- | 4 All copios uxuupt V toad 
anco with Nil, Bee Nolo ou STET, | 


5 OK omit बहिरिनियामल्य 
त्यविशि्ठ, 


tire foc. oit. 
$ N aud Qadd कालादाबातिव्या- 
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[ ३५] 

स द्विविधो यथार्थोऽयथारथेश्च। तद्वति तत्मकारको5चुभवो यथार्थे 
यथा रजत इदं रजतमिति ज्ञानम्‌ । स एवं भमेत्युच्यते। तदभाव- 
वाति तत्मकारकोऽनुभवोऽयथाथः | य॑था शुक्ताविदं रजतमिति 
ज्ञानम्‌ ॥ 

त. दी.--अनुभवं विभजते--स द्विविध इति । यथार्थानुभवस्य 
लक्षणमाह--तद्वतीति । ननु घटे घरत्वमिति प्रमायामव्यापिः घटत्वे 
घटामावादिति चेन्न । यत्र यत्संबंधोऽस्तितत्र तत्संबंधानुभव इत्यथीद्ध- 
टत्वेशपि घटसंबन्धो ऽस्तीति नाव्या्िः। स॒ इति | थथार्थानुभव एव 
शाख्रे प्रमेत्युच्यत इत्यर्थः । अयथार्थ लक्षयति--तद्‌भाववतीति। न- 
fad संयोगीति मायामतिव्यापिरिति चेन्न । यद्वच्छेद्‌न यत्संबंन्धाभौव- 
स्तद्वच्छेदेन तत्संबेधज्ञानस्य विवक्षितत्वात्‌ संयोगामावावच्छेदेन संयोग- 
ज्ञानस्य भ्रमत्वात्‌ ,संयोगावच्छेदेन संयोगसंबन्धस्य सँच्वात्‌,नातिव्याप्तिः। 

न्या बो,--अनुभवं विभजते--स द्विविध इति । गरथार्थानुभवं 
लक्षयाति--तद्ठ ती ति। तष्ठतीत्यत्र सप्तम्यर्थो विशेष्यकत्वम्‌ | तच्छब्देन 
प्रकारीभूतो धर्मो घर्तव्यः। तथाच तद्वाद्विशेण्यकत्वे सति तत्मकारकत्वं मैथा- 
थानुभवस्य लक्षणम्‌ | उदाहरणं | रजत इदं रजतामेति ज्ञानम्‌। रजतत्व- 


ARRAN HHA MRRP SR My Ph d aon ति. ९७ Mes Pes Pt WA bo leat noticia aia a EEN otis AMORA ETE 


1 OH JK omit this sontonce; well as A’s addition सेवाप्रमे- 
EGQX have instead यथायं त्युच्यते 8000 to be interpo- 
घट gia: B adds qeybefore qara: lations. 

2 The reading in all copies of | 5 ७ roads aerate: for यत्संचन्धा- 
T.S, and T. D. oxcept J is सेव; anm 
but स wa is adopted as being उतोत 
grammatically moro correct. 6 A has स्य प्रमात्वात्‌ 107 


3 Q. omits agaa: while O E संयोगसंबन्धस्य सत्त्वात; J reads 
have memes. विद्यमानत्वात for सत्त्वात्‌, 

4 0 HJ F and Q. omit this 7 V adds ज्ञान before प्रकारीभूतः, 
seutenee. D adds further qar- perhaps better. 
तल्थाभावषति झुक्ती रजतत्यप्रकारक | 8 S8 T and W. read तत्प्रकारत्वे 
qanapi; but this as | सल्यजुभवत्वं, perbaps better, 


‘4 


२४ तकेसंग्रह [ sect. 33. 


वद्दिशेष्यकत्वे साति रजतत्वप्रकारकं ज्ञानम्‌ | तद्वानिष्ठविशेष्यतानिरूपित- 
तानिष्ठपकारिताशालित्वमिति निष्कर्षः । अन्यथा यथाश्रुते 
रङ्गरजतयोरिमे CHAS इत्याकारकसमूहालम्बनञ्रमेऽतिव्यापिः। तत्रापि 
रजतत्ववाद्विरीण्यकत्वरजतत्वप्रकारकत्वयोः, रङ्गत्ववद्विरिष्यकत्वरङ्कत्व- 
प्रकारकत्वयोश्च सत्त्वात्‌ । उक्तनिष्कर्ष तु दर्शितश्रमे नातिव्यापिः । रज- 
तत्वप्रकारताया रजतत्ववद्रजताविशेष्यतानिरूपितत्वाभावात्‌, एवं रडुत्वम- 
कारताया रङ्कत्ववद्रङ्कविरोष्यतानिरूापितत्वाभावाचच | किंतु समूहालम्बने 
श्रमस्य TSI रजतत्वावगाहित्वेन रजतांशे रडुत्वावगाहित्वेन च रजत- 
त्वप्रकारतायाः रङ्गत्ववद्विशिष्यतामिरूपितत्वात्‌ | एवं रजतांशे रडुत्व- 
प्रकारताया रजतत्ववद्विरोष्यतानिरूपितत्वा्ञेति ॥ 
अयथार्थानुभवं लक्षयति--तद्भाववतीति | अत्रापि पूर्व- 
वृत्तदभाववद्विरोऽ्यतानिरूपिततानि्ठप्रकारताशालिज्ञानत्वं विवक्षणीयम्‌ | 
अन्यथा रङ्गरजतयोरिमे रङ्करजते इत्याकारकसमूहालम्बनप्रमायामति- 
व्यापिरेतत्समूहालम्बनस्य रजतरङ्गोभयविशेष्यकत्वैन रजतत्वरडुत्वो- 
भयप्रकारकत्वेन च रजतत्वामाववद्रङ्कावशोष्यकत्वरजतत्वप्रकारकत्वयोः, 
रङ्कत्वामाववद्रजतविरोषकत्वरङ्कत्वप्रकारकत्वयोश्च सत्त्वात्‌ | उक्तानि- 
s तु न तत्रातिव्यापिः। ताहशप्रमार्याः रजतांशे रजतत्वावगाहित्वेन 
TSR रङ्गत्वावगाहित्वेन च रजतत्वप्रकारताया रजतत्वाभाववद्रङक- 
निष्ठविशेष्यतानिरूपितत्वाभावादेवं रङ्कत्वप्रकारताया रङ्कत्वामाववद्रजत- 
निष्ठविरिष्यतानिरूपितत्वाभावा्च | उदाहरणं | यथा pen fera ॥ 
| २६ | 
यथायोतुभवश्चतुर्विधः प्रत्यक्षाजुमित्युपमितिशाब्दभेदात्‌ । त- 
त्करणमपि चतुर्विध॑ मत्यक्षानुमानोपमानशब्दभेदात्‌ ॥ 
त. दी.--यथार्थानुभवं विमजते--यथार्थेति। प्रसङ्कात्रमाकरणं 
विमजते--तत्करणामिति । प्रमाकरणमित्यर्थः। प्रमायाः करणं प्रमाण- 
मिति प्रमाणसामान्यलक्षणम्‌ ॥ 


Ci 


1 W. reads difforently; U adds | ` werd. 
eere (aser aen 2 The roading is taken from W. 
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न्या. बो.--यथार्थानुभवं विभजते--बथा थी नु भव इति | तत्क- 
रणमिति। फलीमूतप्रत्यक्षादिकरणं चतुर्वियभित्यर्थः | प्रत्यक्षादिचतुर्विध- 
प्रमाणानां प्रमाकरणत्वं सामान्यलक्षणम्‌ | एकैकप्रमाणलक्षणं तु 
बक्ष्यते प्रत्यक्षज्ञानेत्यादिना ॥ 

Li] 

असाधारणं कारण करणम्‌ | 

त. दी.--करणलक्षणमाह--असाधारणेति । साधारणकारणे 
दिक्रालादावतिव्यापिवारणायासाधारणेति | 

न्या. बो.--करणलक्षणमाह--असाधारणमिति। व्यापारवद्सा- 
धारणं कारणं करणमित्यर्थः | असाधारणकारणत्वं च कार्यत्वव्याप्यं- 
धर्मावच्छिन्नकार्यतानिरूपितकारणताशाहित्वम्‌ | यथा दण्डादेर्षरादिकं 
प्रत्यसाधारणकारणत्वम्‌ | कार्यथत्वव्याप्यधर्मो घटत्वादिरूपधर्मः तद्‌- 
बच्छिन्नकार्यता घंटे तन्षिरूपितकारणता दृण्डे। अतो घटं प्रति द्‌- 
ण्डोऽसाधारणकारणम्‌ | अम्यादिरूपव्यापारवत्वाच् करणम्‌। साधारण- 
कारणत्वं कार्यत्वावाञ्छिनकार्यतानिरूपितकारणताशालित्वम्‌। यथा ईश्व- 
रादृष्टादेः कार्यत्वावाच्छिन्नं प्रत्येव ई ल्य ॥ 

———  — n ic 
का्येनियतपूवेट्रातत कारणम्‌ | 


1 All copios excopt B and K | त्यापि देषम्‌, ४ adds y प्रति कपा- 
insort व्यापारवत्‌ before असाघा- | लह्ठदयसंयो गवारणाय व्यापारवादिति; 


vor; in J the word is added in but nother passage is found In 
margin, apparently by another any other copy, 

hand, But the प्रतीक inal | 3 U and W have अतिरिक्त for 
copies of TD and the remarks व्याप्य, 


HR 


of Se. conclusively show that The roading in the text is 
it did not exist originally. On taken from GK Q X, asboing 
this'sea Note loe. cit. eQ most probably the correct oue, 
adds तज्जन्यत्वे सति तज्ञजन्यजनको A BO D F prefix अनन्यथा- 
बयापारः, but the addition is सिद्ध to कार्यनियत", J adds the 


unwarranted, wordin margin. E has अन- 
2 N here 1180718 चक्षुषा घटपत्यक्षे न्यथासिद्धत्वे साते नियत, while 
जननीये चक्षु.संयोगरूपो व्यापारः 0 H reads कार्य न्यथासिदधिशाल्पत्वे 


तत्रातिव्याप्तिवारणाय व्यापारवादे- ! ,साते नियत", See Note loe. eit, 


at akene: [smcr. 38. 


त. दी.--कारणलक्षणमाह--कार्येति । पूर्ववात्ते कारणमित्युक्ते 
रासभादावतिव्याप्तिः स्यादतो नियतेति। तावन्मात्रे कृते कार्येतिव्यापि- 
रतः पूर्ववृत्तीति ॥ ननु तन्तुरूपमपि पटं प्रति कारणं ena We 
अनन्यथासिद्धत्वे सतीति विशेषणात्‌ । अनन्यथासिद्धत्वमन्यथासिद्धिवि- 
रहः | अन्यथासिद्धिश्च त्रिविधा । येन सहैव यस्य यं प्रति पूर्ववृत्तित्वम- 
वगम्यते तं प्रति तेन तद्न्यथासिद्धस्‌। यथा तन्तुना तन्तुरूपं तन्तुत्वं 
च पटं प्रति | अन्यं प्रति पूर्वदृ्तित्वे ज्ञात एव यस्य यं प्रति पूर्ववृत्तित्व- 
मवगम्यते तं प्रति तद्न्यथासिद्धस्‌। यथा शब्द्‌ प्रति पूर्ववृत्तित्वे ज्ञात एव 
घटं प्रत्याकाशर्य। अन्यत्र क्लप्मनियतपूवर्षतिनेव कार्य संभवे तत्सहभूतम- 
न्यथासिद्धम्‌ । यथा पाकजस्थले गन्धं प्राति रूपप्रागभावस्य। एवं चान- 
न्यथासिद्धनियतपूर्वृत्तित्वं कारणत्वम्‌ ॥ 

न्या. बो.--कारणं लक्षयति--कार्यनियतेति। कार्य प्रति निय- 
तत्वे सति पूर्ववृत्तित्वं कारणत्वम्‌ । नियतत्वविशेषणानुपादाने पूर्ववर्तिनौ 
रासमादेरपि घटादिकारणत्वं स्यादृतो नियतेति विरीषणम्‌। नियतपूर्वव- 
तिनो दण्डरूपादेरापि घटकारणत्वं स्याद्तोऽनन्यथासिद्धपद्मापि कारण- 
लक्षणे निवेशनीं दृण्डरूपार्दीनामन्यथासेद्धृत्वाच ॥ 

[ ३९ | 
कार्य प्रागभावमातियोषी di 

त. दी.--कार्यलक्षणमाह--कार्यमिति u 

न्या. बो. कार्य लक्षयति--प्रागिति । प्ागमावप्रतियोगित्वं का- 
यस्य लक्षणम्‌ | उत्पत्तेः पूर्वमिह धटो भविष्यतीति प्रतीतिर्जायते । एत- 
त्प्तीतिविषयोऽमावः प्रागभावस्तत्प्रतियोगि घटादिरूपं कार्थम्‌ d 

[ ४०] 

कारणं त्रिविधं समवाय्यसमवायिनिमित्तभेदात्‌ । यत्समवेतं 
KARTA तत्समवायिकारणम्‌ | यथा तन्तवः पटस्य पटश्च Wr 
गतरूपादेः। कार्येण कारणेन, वा aaa समवेतत्वे साति 
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यत्कारण तदसमवायिकारणम्‌ | यथा तन्तुसंयोगः पटस्य तन्तुरूपं 
पटरूपस्य | तदुभयभिन्नं कारणं निमित्तकारणम्‌। यथा तुरीवेमादिकं 
पटस्य | 


त. दी.-~कारणं विभजते--क।रणमिति। समवायिकारणस्य F- 
क्षणमाह--यत्समवेत मिति | यास्मिन्समवेतमित्यर्थः। असमवायिकारणं 
लक्षयति--कार्येणेति | कार्येणित्येतदुदाहरति--तन्तुसंयोग इति । 
HAT TAHA A समवेतत्ात्तन्तुसंयोगः पटस्यासमवायेकारण- 

मित्यथ:। कारणेन सहेत्येतदुदाहरति --तन्तुरूपामाति। कारणिन पटेन 
सहेकार्समस्तन्तो समवेतत्वात्तन्तुरूपं पटरूपस्यासमवायिकारणामित्यर्थः | 
निमित्तकारणं लक्षयाते---तहु भयेति | समवाय्यसमवायिभिन्न कारणं 
निमित्तकारणमित्यर्थः ॥ 


न्या. बो.--कारणं विभजते--कारणमिति। समवायिकारणं ल- 
क्षयाति--यत्समवेतमिति॥ यस्मिन्समवेतं सत्‌=समवायेन संबद्धं सत्‌ 
कार्यमुत्पद्यते तत्समवाविकारणमित्यर्थः | उदाहरणं-यथा तन्तव इति। 
तन्तुषु समवायेन संबद्ध सतू पटात्मकं कार्यमुत्पद्यते इति तन्तवः समवायि 
कारणमित्यर्थः। सामान्यलक्षणं तु समवायसंबन्धाव्‌च्छिन्नकार्यतानिरूपि- 
ततादात्म्यसंबन्धावाच्छि्नकारणत्वं समवायिकारणत्वामिति | समवायसंब- 
AT घराधिकरणि कपालादी कपालादेस्तादात्म्यसंबन्धेनैव सत्त्वात्‌ | 
समवायसंबन्धावाच्छिन्नवटत्वावच्छिन्नकार्यतानिरूपिततादात्म्यसंबन्धाव - 
च्छिनकारणतायाः कपालादौ सत्त्वाक्कक्षणसमन्वयः | समवायेन जन्य 
भावत्वावच्छिन्नं प्रति तादात्म्यसंबन्धेन द्रव्यस्यैव कारणत्वाज्जन्यभावेषु 


vr a NARA Hen ७७0 m dd केक rh hens crepe itis niei 2000). EE nisip k ipae iaa bids tition 


कक पकन त अ 


1E and Q supply wq snd तत्‌ | बकार्यस्येब । अभावस्य तु निमित्त 
which though vide प uaz, but tho words are not 
necessary are inserted as mak- $ ; " 
ing the sense clearer. ound in any other copy, 
2 K roads पठमतरूपस्य 4 W inserts here क्रपालल्वाग्रष” 
3 N here adds gd च कारणबर्य AT- Rea. | 


$e awang: [ 8001, 4d. ^ 


द्रव्यगुणकर्मसु त्रिपु aeria समवायिकारणम्‌ | द्रव्ये द्रन्मावयवाः 
समवायिकारणम्‌ । अतो गुणादावपि द्रव्यमेव समवायेकारणमित्याशये- 
नाह पटश्च स्वगतरूपादेरिति। समवाथिफारणमित्यनपज्यते। असम- 
वाचिकारणं लक्षयति---कार्येणेति । अंसमवारमकारणं द्विविधम्‌ । 
कार्येण संहेकरिमन्नर्थे समवेत सत्‌ कारणमसमवाथिकारणमित्येकम्‌ | 
कारणेन सहैकस्मिन्नर्थे समवेतं सतू कारणमसमवायिकारणमित्यपरमि- 
त्यर्थः। अन्न कारणिनेत्मस्य स्वकार्थसमवायिकारणेनेत्यर्थः | जन्यः 
gom ऽयवसंयोगस्येवासमवायिकारणत्वातटात्मकङरये तद्वथवर्त- 
न्तुसंयोगस्यैवासमवायिकारणत्वं दृशयन्प्रथममुदाहरति--यथा तन्तु 
संयोगः पटस्येति | परात्मककार्येण संहेकरिमन्नर्थे तन्तौ समवेतं 
सत्‌ समवाग्रसंबन्धेन dart सत्‌ पटात्मककार्यं प्रति तन्तुसंयोगात्मर्कं 
कारणमसमवाथिकारणमित्सर्थः। द्वितीयसमवायिकारणं दर्शयाते-कार- 
णिन सहेत्पादिना। तदुदाहरति-तन्तुरूपसिति | कारणेन पटरूप- 
समवाथिकारणीभूतपटेन सहेकस्मिननथे तन्तुरूपेऽथे समवेतं सत्‌ समवा- 
यसेबन्धेन वतेमानं सत्‌ तन्तुरूपं पटगतरूपं प्रति कारणं भवाति | 
अतोऽसमवायिकारणं तन्तुरूपं पटरूपस्य | सामान्यलक्षणं तु समवाय~ 
संबन्धावाच्छिननकार्यतानिरूपिता या समवायस्वसमवाधिसमवेतत्वान्य- 
तरसंबन्धावच्छिन्ना कारणता तदाश्रयत्वम्‌। समवायसंबन्धावाच्छिना 
कपालद्वयसंयोगनिष्ठा कारणता कपालद्वयसंयोगे वर्तते | एवमाथपतन” 
क्रियायामाद्स्यन्दनक्रियायां च गुरुत्वद्रवत्वे असमवाथिकारणे भवतः | 
आद्यपतनाक्रियां प्रत्याद्स्यन्द्नाक्रियां प्रति च तयोः समवायसंबन्थेनेव 
कारणत्वात्‌ | अवयविगुणादो त्ववथवगुणादेः स्वसमवायिसमवेतत्वसं- 
बन्धेनैव कारणत्वाच्तत्सन्धावाच्छिन्नकारणताश्रयत्वमदयवगुणादी वर्तते । 
अवयवमूतकपाळतन्तुरूपादेः स्वशब्दय्ह्मकपालरूपतन्तुरूपसमवायिक- 


] The following two seutencos exrrsgsrerdandwiqm, but 
are omitted inO K R. all other copies omit the 


Before समवाय BUT inseri words, 3 T also road संयोग स्पा" 


द्ृष्पासमत्रायिकारणी सृताबपबसंय- | weet (० संयोगानिधा. W 
के तु समवायसंभन्‍्पावाषिएक्षप्रठ-- roads differently. 


` ४४०1. 42. ] तर्क॑दौपिकया न्यायपोधिम्या च सादितः श्र, 


पालतन्तुसमवेतत्वसंबन्येन घटपटादी सत्वात्‌ ॥ निमित्तकारणं ठक्ष- 
यति--तदुभय भिन्नमि0 | समदाव्यसमवायिभिन्नमित्यर्थः ॥ 


१ 

तदेतत्त्रिविधकारणमध्ये यदसाधारणं कारणं तदेव करणम्‌ |i 

त. दी.--करणलक्षणमुपसंहरति--तहेतदिति ॥ 

न्या. बो.--करणलक्षणमुपसंहराते-तटे तक्षिति । यद्साधारणमि- 
त्यत्र व्यापारवत्वे सतीत्यापि प्रणीयम्‌। अन्यथा तन्तकपालसंयोगयोराते 
ब्यापिः | तन्तुकपालसंयोगयोरपि कार्यत्वातिरिक्तपटत्वघटत्वावच्छिन्नं 
प्रति कारणत्वादसाधारणत्वमस्त्येव। अतस्तत्र करणत्ववारणाय व्यापार- 
वत्वे सतीति करणलक्षणे विशेषणं देयम्‌ । व्यापारत्मं तु तज्जन्यत्वे साति 
तज्जन्यजनकत्वम्‌। भवाति हि दण्डजन्यत्वे सति दण्डजन्यचटजनकता A- 
म्यादेदण्डव्यापारस्य। एवं कपालसंयोगतन्तसंय्रागादेरापि कपालतन्त्वादि 
ग्यापारत्वम्‌ | कपालसंयोगस्य कपालजन्यत्वे सति कपालजन्यघटजन- 
कत्वादेवं तन्तुसंयोगस्य तन्तुजन्यत्वे सति तम्तृजन्यपटजनकत्वात्‌ । 
करणलक्षणऽसाधारणविशोषणानुपादान ईश्वराहृ्टादेरापि व्यापारवत्त्वा- 
त्करणत्वं स्यात्तत्रातिग्यापियारणायःसाधारणेति ॥ 

| ४२ ] 

तत्र प्रत्यक्षज्ञानकरणं प्रत्यक्षय। इन्द्रियाथेसानिकषेजन्यं ज्ञानं 
प्रत्यक्षम्‌ | तहिविध निर्विकल्पक सविकट्यकं चेति । तत्र fur 
कारकं ज्ञानं निर्विकल्पकं यथेदं किंचित । समकारकं ज्ञानं सवि- 
कल्पर्क यथा डित्योऽयं ब्राह्मणोऽयं भ्यामाऽयभिति ॥ 


1 & TW read tho passage some- | 2 ]॥ instead of this has fig(sr- 


what differ ently ; thou gh the दिदॉमिति वस्तुमात्रावगाहिझानय ; 
sense is the same; thus aag- GT Gand Y omit-theworde 
विगुणभ्वतघटपटरूपादो CEST 
altogether, 

णभूतकपालतंतुरूपादेः स्वपद्याह्म- - 
कपालतंठुरूपादिंसमवायिकपालतं- | 3 E adds पाचकोऽयस्‌, but the 
त्वादिसमवेतत्वसंबन्धेनेव कारण- addition though desirable as 
त्वात्तत्संबन्धावच्छिन्नकारणताशभ्र्य- | giving an instance of क्रिया is 
व्सवयवगुणखूलकपालरूपतंतु रूपा - nob supported by any other 
दो दर्लत इति ठक्षणसंयाते ' ° Copy. 


m—— 


३० तद संग्रहः [ src. 4%, . 


ते दी.-प्रत्यक्षलक्षणमाह--तचेति। पमा” TTT इत्यर्थः | 
प्रर, ॥झानस्य लक्षणमाह---हम्द्रियेति । इन्द्रियं चक्षु पादिकम्‌ । अर्थो 
घटाद्‌ः। तयोः सानिकर्षः संयोगादिः, तज्जन्यं ज्ञानमित्यर्थः ॥ ताद्विविभ- 
जते--तद्विविधामिति। निर्थिकल्पकस्य लक्षणमाह~--निष्प्रकारक- 
मिति बिशेषणाविशोष्यसंभन्धानवणाहि ज्ञानमित्सर्थः ॥ ननु निर्विकल्पके 
किं प्रमाणामिंति चेन्न । गोरिति विशिष्टज्ञानं विशेषणज्ञानजन्यं 
विशिष्ज्ञानत्वाद्दण्डीति ज्ञानवादत्पिनुमानस्य प्रमाणत्वात्‌ । विशे- 
षणज्ञानस्थापि Tape He ऽनवस्थाप्रसङ्कान्निर्विकल्पकसिद्धिः ॥ सावि- 
HTH लक्षयाते--सप्रकारकमिति | नामजात्यादिविशेषणविशेष्य- 
संबन्धावयाहि ज्ञानमित्यर्थः | सविकल्पकमुदाहरति--यथति ॥ 

न्या. बो.--पड्थिन्द्रियभूतप्रत्यक्षप्रमाणस्य लक्षणमाह--तन्ेति | 
प्रमाभूतेषु प्रत्यक्षात्मकं यण्ज्ञानं चाक्षुषादिपत्यक्षं तत्प्रति करणं व्यापा” 
रवदेसाधारणकारणाभेन्द्रियं भवति | अतः प्रन्यक्षज्ञानकरणतत प्रत्यक्षस्य 
लक्षणम|आद्यसनिकपीतिरिक्तचतुर्विधसन्निकर्पाणां समवायघटितलने द्धि- 
यजन्यत्वाभावाग्मापारत्वं न संभवतीतीर्द्रियमनःसंयोगस्येव षाहिभप्रत्यक्षे 
जननीय इन्द्रियव्यापारता बोध्या | मानसप्रत्यक्षे त्वात्ममनःसंयोगस्थेव 
सा बोध्या ॥ प्रत्यक्षप्रमाणलक्षणमुक्ला प्रत्यक्षप्रमालक्षणमाह | इन्द्रिया- 
Seer dd | आदो लक्षणं जन्यप्रत्यक्षस्थेव लक्ष्यत्वाभिप्रायेण । ईशव- 
रपत्पक्षसाधारणं लक्षणं तु ज्ञानाकरणकम्‌। ज्ञानाकरणकामेति प्रत्यक्षप्र 
मालक्षणं । ज्ञानं व्यापिज्ञानं साहश्यज्ञानं पदज्ञानं च, तदेव करणं 
येषां तानि ज्ञानकरणकाने अनुमित्युपमितिशान्दानि, TACT ETT: | 
प्रत्यक्ष इन्द्रियाणामेव करणत्वान्न ज्ञानस्य करणत्वम्‌ | इदं लक्षणमीश्वर 
्त्थक्षसाधारणमीश्वरप्रत्यक्षस्याजन्यत्वात्‌ | जन्यप्रत्यक्षस्थेव लक्ष्यत्वा- 


LAGIYZomitthosentencs, नः कारणत्यादत उभयीरुपादानम, 
£8 U and W read बाह्य for | «V is noarly to the same offect, 


TRN 4 The reading of U and W is. 
SORRY omit this sentoneo, adopted as being more intel. 
and perhaps it is spurious. Ù ligible. Other copios trang- 
hore adds विश्ेष्यसायाकी स्वृता- pose the sentoneos, U adds 
बतिव्याप्तिविशेषण io ag- | क्षेपंक लक्षणमिदं very appropri- 


से CLHHURS EE प्रति I-!| — ately. Bus Noto, le, eit. 
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भिप्रायेणोत्तरमाह--इन्द्रियार्थसन्निकर्षाति। जन्यप्रत्यक्षस्यैव लक्ष्य- 
त्वाभिप्रायेणेद्‌ं लक्षणम्‌ ॥ प्रत्यक्षं विमजते-~-निर्विक्कल्पकमिति। 
तक्लक्षयति-निषप्प्रकारकमिति । प्रकारताश्न्यज्ञानत्वमेव निर्विकल्प- 
कत्वमित्यर्थः । निर्विकल्पके चतुर्थी विषयता स्वीक्रियते । न तु 
त्रिविधाविषयतामध्ये कापि तत्रास्ति । अतो विशेषणताशून्यत्वमिव R- 
रोष्यताशून्यत्वं साननिक्षेताशून्यत्वमित्यपि लक्षणं संभवाति॥ सावैकल्पकं 
लक्षयति--सपरकारकामिति | विषयताया ज्ञाननिरूपितत्वात्‌ ज्ञानस्य 
विषयतानिरूपकत्वेन प्रकारतानिरूपकज्ञानत्वं सविकल्पकस्य लक्षणम्‌ | 
एवं विशेष्यतानिरूपकज्ञानत्वं सन्निकर्षतानिरूपकज्ञानत्वामेत्यापि लक्षण 
संभवति | उदाहरणं यथेति। इदंत्वावच्छिन्नविशेष्यतानिरूपितडित्थत्वप्र- 
कारताशालिज्ञानं बाह्मणत्वप्रकारताशालिज्ञानं च साविकल्पकामित्यर्थः ॥ 


[ ४३] 


प्रत्यक्षज्ञानहेतुरिन्द्रियाथसंनिकपेः Tes | संयोगः, संयुक्तस- 
मवायः, संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायः, समवायः, समवेतसमवायो, AN- 
पणविशेष्यभावंश्रेति | चक्षुषा घटप्रत्यक्षजनने संयोगः संनिकषेः । 
घटरूपप्त्यक्ष॑जनने संयुक्तसमवायः संनिकर्षः, चक्षुःसंयुक्ते घटे रू- 
पस्य समवायात्‌ | रूपत्वसामान्यप्त्यक्षे संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायः 
संनिकपेः, चक्षुःसंयुक्ते घटे रूपं समवेतं तत्र रूपत्वस्य समवायात्‌। 
श्रोत्रेण शब्दसाक्षात्कारे समवायः संनिकषेः, कणेविवरदृत्त्याका- 
शस्य श्रोत्रत्वात्‌, शब्दस्याकाशगुणत्वात्‌, गुणगुणिनोअ्च समवायात्‌ | 
शब्दत्वसाक्षात्कारे समवेतसमवायः संनिकपेः, MATa शब्दे 
शब्दत्वस्य समवायात्‌ । अभावृप्रत्यक्षे विशेषणविशेष्यभावः d- 
निकर्षो, घटाभाववद्धूतलमित्यत्र चक्षुःसंयुक्ते भूतले घटाभावस्य 


me pilates: nous Aad 


mh 


1 A B join the words in a com- necessarily. 
pound; J reads विदाषणता wr for | 3 KG read प्रत्यक्षे for प्रस्यक्षजनने, 
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विशेषणत्वात्‌। एवं सॉनिकषेषटूजन्यं ज्ञानं प्रत्यक्षम | तत्करण- 
मिन्द्रियम्‌ | तस्मादिन्द्रियं भत्यक्षप्रमाणमिति सिद्धम्‌ ॥ 


त. दी.--इन्द्रियार्थशानिकर्ष तिभजते-प्रत्यक्षेते । संयोगसंनिक- 
षमुदाहराति-चक्षुपेति । द्रव्यप्रत्यक्षे सर्वत्र संयोगः सौनेकर्ष इत्यर्थः । 
आत्मा मनसा संयुज्य), मन इन्द्रियेण, इन्द्रियमर्थेन, ततः प्रत्यक्षज्ञानमु- 
त्पद्ते । संयुक्तसमवायमुदाहराति-घदरूपेति | तत्र युक्तिमाह-चक्षुः- 
संयुक्त इति । संयुत्तसमवेतपमवा प पुदाहराति-रूपत्वोति । समवाय- 
मुदाहरति-श्रोन्ञेणति | तदु1पादयाति-कर्णेति । ननु दूरस्थशब्दस्य 
कथं श्रोत्रसंबन्ध हते चेन्न ANGARA कद्भ्तमुकुलन्यायेन वा 
रात्दाच्छन्दान्तरोत्पत्तिक्रभं ग AAT | जातस्य शब्दस्य ओज्रसंबन्धात्म- 
त्यक्षत्वसंभवातू | समवेतसमवायमुदाइराति-शाब्दृत्वोति । विशेषणविशे- 
“्यभावमुदाहराते-अभावेति। तदुपपादताति-घटा भाषव दि ति। भूतले 
घरो नास्तीत्यत्र घटाभावस्य ANAE | द्रष्टव्यम्‌ | एतेनानुपलब्धे; प्रमाणा- 
न्तरत्वं निरस्तम्‌ । ययत्र घटो5भविष्यत्ताहें भतलमिवाद्रक्ष्मतू | दृरीना- 
भावान्नास्तीति तर्कितप्रातियोगिस व्वविरेोध्यनुपलब्धिसहकृतेन्द्रिये णेवा भा - 
बज्ञानोपपत्तो अनुपलब्धेः प्रभाणान्तरत्वासंभवात्‌। अधिकरणज्ञानार्थम- 
पेक्षणीयेन्द्रियस्येव करणत्वोपपत्तावन॒पलब्धे: करणत्वरयाथक्तत्वांतू | विशे 
षणाविशेण्यभावो विशेषणविशेष्यस्वरू मेव,नातिरिक्तः संगन्थः प्रत्यक्षज्ञा- 
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नमुपसंहरंस्तस्य ,करणमाह--एवमिति | असाधारणकारणत्वादिन्रियं 
त्यक्षज्ञानकरणमित्यर्थः । प्रत्यक्षमुपसंहरति--तस्मादिति ॥ 


न्या. थो.--चाक्षुषादिपरत्यक्षकारणीभूतान्‌ षडिधसनिकर्षान्विम- 
जंते--संयोग इत्यादिना । द्रव्यवृत्तेलोकिकाविषयतासंबन्धेन चाक्षुष- 
त्वावाच्छिन्नं प्राति चक्षुःसंयोगस्य कारणत्वम्‌ । द्रञ्यसमवेतवृत्तिलोकिक- 
विषयतासंबन्धेन चाक्षुषत्वावच्छिन्न प्रति चक्षुःसंयुक्तसमवायस्य कारण- 
त्वम्‌ | द्रन्यसमवेतसमवेतवृत्तिलोकिकाविषयतासंबन्धेन चाक्षुषत्वाव- 
च्छिन्ने प्राति चक्षुःसंयुक्तसमवेतसमवायस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | द्रव्यग्राहकाणी- 
न्द्रियाणि चक्षुस्त्वङ्मनांसि च्रीण्येव | अन्यानि घाणरसनश्रवणानि तु गुण- 
ग्राहकाणि। अतर्त्वागिन्द्रियस्थले द्रग्यवृत्तिलोकिकविषयतासंबन्येन त्वा- 
चत्वावच्छिन्नं प्रति त्वक्संयोगस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | एवं द्रव्यसमवेतत्वाचत्वाव- 
च्छिन्न प्रति त्वक्संयुक्तसमवायस्य कारणत्वम्‌। द्रब्यसमवेतसमवेतोण्णत्व- 
शीतत्वादिजातिस्पार्शनपरत्यक्षे त्वक्संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | 
एवमात्मरूपद्रव्यमानसप्रत्यक्षे मन;संयोगस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | आत्मसमवे- 
तसुखादिमानसप्रत्यक्षे मनःसंयुक्तसमवाथस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | आत्मसमवेत- 
' समवेतसुखत्वादिमानसप्रत्यक्ष मनःसंयुक्तसमवेतसमवायस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | ` 
रसनधाणयोस्तु रसगन्यतद्गतजातिग्माहकत्वेन द्वितीयतुतीययोः सन्निकर्षः 
योरेव रसगन्धादिप्रत्यक्षे हेतुता वाच्या । श्रवणेन्द्रियस्याकाशरूपत्वेन 
शब्दृस्याकाशगुणत्वेन श्रवणेन्द्रियेण च समं शब्दस्य समवायः WU 
कर्ष; | शन्द्समवेतशन्द्त्वादिजातिविषयकत्रावणप्रत्यक्षे समवेतसमवायस्यं 
हेतुता ॥ अभावप्रत्यक्षे विशेषणविशेष्यभावो नाम विशेषणतासन्निकर्षः ॥ 
पश्चसानिकर्षेषु मध्ये संयोगस्थाने संयुक्तपदं घटयित्वा समवायस्थाने सम- 
"aud घटयित्वा अभावस्थले निर्वाह्यम्‌ | तथाहि द्रन्याधिकरणका- 


1N adds प्रत्यक्षप्रभाकरणत्वादि- विध? to इत्ति संक्षेप: seems to be 

eir. corrupt. The reading of W is 
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मावप्रत्यक्षे संयुक्तविशेषणता | द्रव्यसमंवेताधिकरणकाभावपत्यक्षे संयुक्त- 
समवेतविशेषणता च । द्रव्यसमवेतसमवेताधिकरणकाभाषप्रत्यक्षे संयुक्त” ` 
समवेतसमवेतविरोषणता च संनिकर्षः । तत्र घटे घटत्वाभावः संयुक्त- 
विशेषणतया गृह्यते । घटसमवेतघरत्वादौ पृथिवीत्वाभावः संयुक्तसमवेत- 
विशेषणतया गुह्यते । घटसमवेतसमवेतरूपत्वादौ नीलत्वाभावश्व 
संयुक्तसमवेतसमवेताविरोषणतया गृह्यत इति संक्षेपः ॥ इति प्रत्यक्षपरिः 
च्छेदः समाप्तः ॥ 


[ ४४ ] 

अचुमितिकरणमनुमानम्‌ । परामशेजन्यं ज्ञानमनुमितिः । 
व्याप्तिविशिष्टपक्षपमेताज्ञान॑ परामशेः। यथा वह्लिव्याप्य धूमवा- 
नयं पवेत इति ज्ञानं परामशे। | तज्जन्यं पवेतो वह्निमानिति ज्ञान- 
मनुमितिः । यत्र यत्र धूमस्तत्राभिरिति साहचयेनियमी व्यासतः । 
व्याप्यस्य पवेतादिदृक्तित्वं पक्षणमेता ॥ 

त. दी.--अनुमानं लक्षयाति--अनुमितिकरणमिति। अनुमि" 
तेल॑क्षणमाह---पराम्श ते | ननु संशयोत्तरप्रत्यक्षेऽतिग्थाश्तिः, स्थाणुपु~ 
रुषसंशयानन्तर, पुरुषत्वव्याप्यकरादिमानयमिति परामर्श सति, पुरुष ए- 
बति प्रत्यक्षजननात्‌। न च तत्रानुमितिरेवोति वाच्यम्‌ | “पुरुषं साक्षात्क- 
रोमि” इत्यनुव्यवसायविरोथादिति चेन्न । पक्षतासहकृतपरामर्शजन्यत्वस्य 
विवक्षितत्वात्‌ | सिषाधयिषाविरहृसहङृतसिद्ध्थमावः पक्षता । साध्यास- 
द्विरमुमितिप्रतिबान्धिका । सिद्धिसत्वेऽप्यनुमिनुयामितीच्छायामनुमितिव्‌- 
शनात्‌ सिषाथयिषोत्तेजिका | ततश्चोत्तेजकाभावविशिष्टमण्यभावस्य दा- 
हकारणत्बवत्‌ सिषाधयिषाविरहसहङ्गतसिद््चभावस्याप्यनुमितिकारण+ 
त्वम्‌ ॥ परामर्श लक्षयति-व्याक्तीति। व्याधिविषयकं यत्पक्षधर्मताज्ञानं 
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स परामर्श इत्यर्थः | परामर्शमभिनीय दृर्शयाति-यथेति । अनुमितिम- 
भिनयति-तज्जन्यमिति | परामर्शजन्यमित्यर्थः॥ व्यापषेलक्षणमाह-यत्रे- 
ति। यत्र धूमस्तत्राम्निरिति ब्यांप्तेरमिनयः | साहचर्यनियम इति लक्षणम्‌। 
साहचर्य सामानाधिकरण्यं, तस्य नियमः । हेतुसमानाधिकरणात्यन्ता- 
भावाप्रातियोगिसाध्यसामानाधिकरण्यं व्यातीरित्यर्थः | पक्षधर्मतास्वरूप- 
माह-व्याप्यस्येति ॥ 


न्या. बो.--अनुमाने लक्षयाति-अनुमितिकरणामेति । अनु- 
मिती व्याधिज्ञानं करणं, परामर्शो व्यापारोऽनुमितिः फलं कार्यमित्यर्थः | 
परामर्शस्य व्यापिञ्ञानजन्यत्वे सति व्यापिज्ञानजन्यानुमितिजनकत्वाच्च 
तजन्यत्वे सति तज्जन्यजनकत्वरूपव्यापारलक्षणमुपपन्नस्‌ | अनुमिति- 
करणत्वमनुमानस्य लक्षणम्‌ | अनुमानं च व्याषिज्ञानम्‌ | एतस्य परा- 
मशेरूपव्यापारद्वाराऽनुमितिं प्रत्यसाधारणकारणतयाऽनुमातिकरणत्वमु- 
पन्नम्‌ | परामर्शजन्यामिति | परामर्शजन्यत्वविरीष्टज्ञानत्वमनुमि- 
तेलेक्षणम्‌ | तत्र ज्ञानत्वमात्रोपादाने प्रत्यक्षादावातिव्यापिरतस्तद्वारणाय 
परामर्शजन्यत्वे सतीति विशेषणोपादानम्‌ | विशेषणमात्रोक्तौ परामर्श- 
ध्वंसेतिन्यापिरतस्तद्वारणाय ज्ञानत्वोपादानम्‌ । अनुमितिलक्षणघटकी- 
भूतपरामर्शलक्षणमाच॑थटे-व्यास्तिविहिष्टेति । व्याभिविशिष्ट च तत्पक्ष- 
धर्मताज्ञानं चेति कर्मधारयः। अन्न विरीष्टपद्स्य प्रकारतापरत्वात्‌ पक्षभर्म- 
ताया जञानमित्यत्र षष्ठ्या विषयत्वबोधनात्‌ पक्षथर्मतापद्स्य पक्षसंबन्धा- 
थकत्वात्कर्मधारयसमासे समस्यमानपदार्थयोरमेदसंसर्गलामेन च व्या- 
सिप्रकारकाभिन्नं यत्पक्षसंबन्धाविषयकं ज्ञानं तत्परामशी इति लभ्यते | 


1 N here adds ayet ara व्या- Bpurionsness. 
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एवं सति धूमो वह्लिव्याप्य आलोकवान्पर्वत इति समूहालंबनिःप्युक्तप- 
रामशलक्षणमस्तीत्यतिव्याप्तिः, तद्वारणाय पक्षानैष्ठविशेष्यतानिरूपितहे- 
तुनिष्ठप्रकारतानिरूपितव्याप्तिनिष्ठप्रकारताशालिज्ञानंन way इति 
निष्कर्षः | एताहशपरामर्शजन्यत्वे सति ज्ञानत्वमनुमितेलक्षणम्‌ । 
अनुमितिपरामशयोविशिष्य कार्यकारणभावश्चेत्थम्‌ | वह्लित्वावच्छिन्न- 
संयोगसंबन्धावच्छिन्नविधेयतानिर्पित- पर्वतत्वावाच्छिन्नोद्दशेयताशास्य- 
नुमितित्वावच्छिन्नं प्रति वह्वित्वावाच्छिन्नप्रकारतानिरूपित-ग्याित्वाव- 
च्छिन्नप्रकारतानिरूापित-धूमत्वावच्छिन्नप्रकारतानिरूपित- पर्वतत्वावच्छि- 
नविशेष्यतानिरूापित- विशेष्यिताशालिनिर्णयः कारणम्‌ | वह्वित्वावच्छि- 
ननप्रकारतानिरूपित-च्यापित्वावाच्छिन्नविशेष्यताया धूमत्वावच्छिन्नविरोष्यः 
तानिरूपित-व्यापित्वावाच्छिन्नप्रकारतायाश्च अभेदानड्रीकर्तृमते वहित्वा- 
वच्छिन्नप्रकारतानिस्रापित- विशेष्यत्वावच्छिन्नन्यापतित्वावाच्छिन्नप्रकारता- 
निरूपित- विशेष्यत्वावच्छिन्धूमत्वावच्छिन्रप्रकारतानिरूपित-पर्वतत्वा- 
वृच्छिन्नविशेष्यतानिरूपितविशाष्यिताशालिनिर्णयः कारणमिति वाच्यम्‌। 
स च निर्णयो वह्लिव्याप्यधूमवान्‌ पर्वत इत्याकारको बोध्यः ॥ 

यच्चेति । यत्रपदवीप्सावशात्‌ धूमाधिकरणे यावति वह्लिमत्वलाभात्‌ 
यावत्पद्महिम्मा चन्लेर्धूमव्यापकत्वं लब्धम्‌ | तदेव स्पष्याति-साहचयौनि- 
यम इति | नियतसाहचर्य व्यापिरित्यर्थः। नियतत्वं व्यापकत्वं । साहचर्य 
सामानाधिकरण्यम्‌ | तथा च धूमव्यापकवाह्लेसामानाधिकरण्यं व्यापिरि- 
त्यर्थः। वह्नेर्धूमव्यापकत्वं च धूमसमानाविकरणात्यंताभावप्रतियोगितानव- 
च्छेदकधर्मवत्त्वस्‌ । तथाहि धूमाषिकरणे चत्वरमहानसादौ वर्तमानोऽभावो 
घटत्वा्वच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिताकामावः, न तु वह्नित्वावाच्छिप्रातियोगिता- ` 
काभावः | कुतः । चत्वरमहानसादो वह्नेः सच्वात्‌ । एवं सति धूमाधिक- 
रणे! पर्वतचत्वरादी वर्तमानस्य घटायभावस्य प्रतियोगितावच्छेदकं 


I Te ed i Ve del ९३७ eum v IDE Ga 


Papers a 
1 The passage, which follows, from the above. 
seems to have been much: tam- 
pered with. OK E V gone 
rally agree among themselves, and W, but is not found in 


though they materially differ other copies, 


2 The passage is taken from 8 


8801, 45, ] तर्कदीपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च सहितः ३७ 


घटत्वादिकमनवच्छेद्कं वह्नित्वं wer वर्ततेऽतो धूमव्यापकत्वं ql 
, वैतते । इयमन्वयव्यापिः सिद्धान्तानुसारेण । पूर्वपक्षव्यापतिस्तु प्रतियो- 
गिव्यधिकरण-साध्याभाववदवृत्तित्वम्‌। साध्यतावच्छेदकसंबन्धावाञ्छि- 
न~ साध्यतावच्छेद्कावच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिताक- प्रतियोगितावच्छेद्‌कसंब- 
न्थावच्छिन्न-प्रतियोगितावच्छेद्कावाच्छिन्नवे्यधिकरण्यावच्छिन्नाभावव- 
न्षिरूपितहेतुतावच्छेद्कसंबन्धावच्छिन्न-गात्तित्वावच्छिन्न-प्रतियोगिता- 
कामावो व्याषिरित्यर्थः | तञ्च केवलान्वाथेन्यव्याप्तामाति सिद्धान्ता- 
नुसरणम्‌॥ 


[ ४५ | 

अनुमानं द्विविधं स्वार्थ परार्थे च। तत्र स्वार्थ स्वानुमितिहेतुः | 
तथा हि स्वयमेव भूयो दशेनेन यत्र धूमस्तत्रान्निरिति महानसादौ 
व्याप्ति गहीत्वा पवेतसमीपं गतस्तद्भते चाग्नौ संदिहानः पवेते cq 
ISIN स्मराति यत्र भूमस्तत्रा्नेरिति | तदनन्तरं वह्निव्या- 
प्यधूमवानयं पर्वत इति ज्ञानमुत्पद्यते । अयमेव छिङ्गपरामञ्चे इ- 
त्युच्यते | तस्मात्पवेतो वह्निमानिति ज्ञानमञनुमितिरत्पद्चते । तदे- 
तत्स्वाथोनुमानम्‌ | 


यत्तु स्वयं धूमादग्निमनुमाय परमतिपत्त्यर्थं पञ्चावयववाक्यं 
TTS तत्पराथोनुमानम्‌ | यथा पवेतो वल्निमान्धूमवत्त्वात्‌ । 
यो यो धूमवान्स वाहिमान्‌ यथा महानसः | तथा चायम्‌ | 
तस्मात्तयोति | अनेन प्रतिपादिताछ्िङ्गगत्परोप्यान्न प्रतिपद्यते ॥ 


1 8 W here adds तथाच उमव्या- rantod by the context. 
पकवह्विसामानाधिकरण्यं व्याहतिः | 4 0 reads अनामातरूपम for ag- 
रिति फलित, मितिः; X omits it. 

2 D adds परार्थे परप्रतिपत्तिहेतुः- 5 A B 0 D read qt प्रति बोधयितुं 

3 ABODEFH bave aar for which makes the construction 
wat: probably substituted to awkward; J reads प्रतीति for 
avoid repetition of मलः. For प्रतिपत्ति, and 0 प्रयुज्यते for q- 
axa H has तत mie, a | युके; ७ has पश्ञावयबोपेत॑ for q- 

. further emendation ‘not war- | ° graze’, 


३८ तकेसंग्रह: [ exor. 45. 


त. दी.--अनुमानं विभजते---अनुमानामिति । स्वार्थानुमितिं 
दर्शयाते--स्वयमेवोते | भूयोदर्शनेनेति | धूमाग्न्योव्यातिग्रहे सा- 
ध्यसाधनयोभूयः सहचारदर्शनेनेन्यर्थः | ननु पार्थिवत्वलोहलेख्यत्वादौ 
शतशः सहचारदर्शनेऽपि Tae व्यभिचारोपलब्धेमयोदर्शनीन कथं 
व्यापिग्रह इति Ta व्यभिचारज्ञामविरहसहकृतसहचारज्ञानस्य व्यापि- 
आहकत्वात्‌ | व्याभेचारज्ञानं द्विविधम्‌, निश्चयः शङ्का च। तद्विरहः 
कचित्तकोत्क्रयित्स्वतःसिद्ध एव | धूमाश्निव्यावि्रहे कार्यकारणमावभ- 
हृप्रसङ्गलक्षणस्तरको व्याभिचारशङ्गानिवतेकः ॥ ननु सकलवह्नेधूमयोर- 
संनिकषात्कथं व्यापिग्रह इति चेन्न। धूमत्ववह्नेत्वरूपसामान्यलक्षणप्रत्या- 
सत्त्या सकलधूमवल्लिज्ञानसंभवात्‌॥ तस्मादिति । लिङ्कपरामर्शादित्यर्थः । 
परार्थानुमाममाह--यत्तिति ॥ च्छब्दस्य तत्परार्थानुमानमिति 
तच्छन्देनान्वयः ॥ पञ्चावयववाक्यमुदाहराति--यथेति ॥ 

न्या. बो.--अनुमानं विमजते--स्वार्थीमिति । स्वार्था- 
नुमानं नाम न्यायप्रयोज्यानुमानम्‌ | तत्मयोज्यानुमानं परार्थानुमानम्‌ ॥ 
न्यायत्वं च प्रतिज्ञाययवपञ्चकसमुदायत्वस्‌ | अवयवत्वं च प्रतिज्ञा 
द्यन्यतमत्वम्‌ ॥ 


४६ 
idend idi पञ्चावयवाः | पत्रेतो व- 
हिमानिति प्रतिज्ञा । धूमवत्त्वादाति हैतुः । यो यो धूमवान्स सो- 
अप्रेमान्यथा महानस इत्युदाहरणम्‌ । तथा चायमित्युपनयः | 
तस्मात्तथोते निगमनम्‌ ॥ 
1JY n this joan A. necessary to sonata tho T 
adds स्वार्थातुमानं विविच्य as- planation. 


याति--तथाहीति which is super- | 3 MN omit बज़ादी व्यमिचारो- 
40008, Fand Q heroadd agè- | तपलब्धे', whilo J Y Z omit बज्रादौ 


favd दर्शयाति-स्वार्थमिति। तत्रे- | ०७४) L reads बज्रमणो, P हीरके) 


ति । उभयोर्मध्य इत्यर्थः । and Q uera. 
2 The passage is takon from N. | 4 The roading is that of D H K; 
A. omits the whole of it, while J gives the same minus one 


othor copies retain airas- g:and with merae. O E omit 
नाति, omitting tho latter part, यथा महानसः, while A B F re- 
which, however, appears to bó tain only the first three words, 
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त. दी.-_अवयवस्वरूपमाह-प्रतिज्ञेति | उदाहृतवाक्ये प्रतिज्ञा- 
दिविभागमाहं-पर्वतो वह्निमानिति। साध्यवत्तया पक्षवचनं प्रतिज्ञा॥ 
पञ्चम्यन्तं लिङ्गप्रतिपाद्‌कं वचनं हेतुः । व्याप्तिप्रतिपादकमुदाहरणम्‌ | 
पक्षधर्मताज्ञानार्थमुपनयः | अबाषितत्वादिकं निगमनप्रयोजनम्‌ ॥ 


[ ४७ | 
स्वाथोनुमितिपराथांनुमित्योळिडु"्परामशे एव TTY । त- 
स्माछिङ्गपरामशोऽनुमानम्‌ ॥ 


त. दी .--अनुमितेकरणमाह--स्वार्थेति ॥ ननु व्यापिस्मृतिपक्ष- 


masts 


rinse 


€—— 


Ame metra अ ऊब aie teet iml aai perte rer rti 
— ०००००००. 


1AGLP Y Zhao विशेष for ning with पक्षज्ञानं प्रतिज्ञाप्रयो- 


विभाग. जनम्‌. Having explained the 
2 The passage from पश्चम्यन्त to deünitions as read by N, Nil. 
the end appears to havo beon notices the reading adopted 
tampered with, All copies In our text as a v. Z and 


except G N and Z agree in remarks पक्षधर्मताज्ञानार्थछपनय 
reading 16 as above. N and Z हाते पाठे तु ' प्रयुज्यते ' ति Gn 
givo a matorially different | पूरणेन प्रदर्शिताथे एवं यथाकर्थ- 
४७४४107:--पश्चम्यन्तं तृतीयान्तं घा | चित्‌ संगमनीयः । This shows 
लिक्षप्रतिपादक वचनं हेतुः। व्याप्ति- | thet oven Nil, found the text 
प्रतिपादकं दृष्टान्‍्तवचनखुदाहरणस1 | corrupt, and was noi satisfied 
व्याप्तिविशिष्टलिडपतिपादक वःच- with the roading usually met 
नञ्चपनयः | हेतुसाध्यवत्तया पक्ष प्र- with. Ii 18 possible that some 
तिपादकं aad निगमनम्‌। पक्षज्ञानं later writer corrected the 
प्रतिक्षाप्रयोजनम | लिङ्गज्ञानं हेत- loose dofinitions of उपनय and 
प्रयोजनम | व्यात्तिज्ञासदाइरण- | निगमन' given by 4nnambhatta 
धयोजनम || पक्षधर्मताज्ञानछ्तपन य- and the latter being retained 
प्रयोजनम | अबाधितत्वादिकं Ar- | three more प्रयोजनघदित sen- 
मनप्रयोजनस । Gand Q agree tences were added to complete 
with this from व्याप्तिविशिष्ट to the list. 

the end. The repetitions and . 

fuller explanation in this Ouriously enough all copies 
passage show that ıt is an except G K X read कारणं which 
interpolation, Nil, dces not is clearly a mistake. In J the 
seem to be aware of it, espe- vertical bar appoars to have 
cially its latter half begin- been erased afterwards, 


zo 


४6 तर्कसंग्रहः | 8801. 47. 


धर्मताज्ञानाभ्यामेबानुमितिसंभवे व्यापतिविरष्टालिङ्गपरामरशीः किमर्थमङ्की- 
कतव्य इति चेन्नावह्निव्याप्यधूमवानयामिति शाब्द्परामर्शस्थले विरिष्टपरा- 
मर्शस्यावश्यकतथा लाघवेन सर्वत्र परामर्शस्यैव करणत्वात्‌। लिङ्गं न कर- 
णम्‌ । अतीतादौ व्याभिचारात्‌। व्यापारवत्कारणं करणमिति मते परामर्श- 
द्वारा व्यापिज्ञांनं करणम्‌ | तज्जन्यत्वे सति तज्जन्यजनको व्यापारः ॥ 
अनुमानमुपसंहराति--तस्मादिति ॥ 

. | [ ४८ ] 

लिङ्गं त्रिविधम्‌ । अन्वयव्यतिरोके केवलान्वयि केवलव्य- 
तिरेकि चेति | अन्वयेन व्यतिरेकेण च«व्यांसिमदन्वयव्यतिरेकि । 
यथा Fat साध्ये धूमवत्त्वम्‌ | यत्र धमस्तत्राप्रियेथा महानस इ- 
त्यन्वयव्याप्रिः | यत्र वहिनोस्ति तत्र धूमोऽपि नास्ति यथ म- 
हाइद्‌ इति व्यतिरेकव्यास्तिः । अन्वयमात्रव्यासिकं केवलान्वयि 
यथा घटोऽभिषेयः प्रमेयत्वात्परवत्‌ | अत्र प्रमेयत्वाभिधेयत्वयो- 
व्येतिरेकव्याप्तिनोस्ति सबेस्यापि भमेयत्वादाभिधेयत्वाच्च ।व्यतिरेक- 
मात्रव्यासर्क केवळव्यतिरोफि यथा पृथिवीतरेभ्यो भिद्यते गन्ध" 
वत्त्वात्‌ | यदितरेभ्यो न भिद्यते न तहन्धवत्‌ यथा जलम्‌, न 
चेयं तथा, तस्मान तथेति । यददन्धवत्तदिंतरभिन्नामित्यन्ब- 
यदृष्टान्ती नास्ति पृथिवीमात्रस्य पक्षत्वात्‌ ॥ 

त. दी.--लिङ्गं विमजते-लिङ्कामिति ॥ अन्वयव्यतिरेकि लक्ष- 
यति-अन्वयेनेति | हेतुसाध्ययोव्यांपिरन्वयव्यातिः । तदृभावयोब्यापि- 
ध्यर्तिरिकव्याप्ति: ॥ केवलान्वयिनो लक्षणमाह--अन्वयेति। केवलान्व- 


रे | HMM E Veri! TIEN aimed bur Lube ण a tin सला $ = पाह ला) ` विथन पतरः ` अ पाला कक रि" ते TORRA Siti VP Rose HD TAN] 


1 A F and Q omit the words व्यातिस्तत्‌. 


DN usd. INTE 0९078 4 O here adds यत्सक्वे areena- 

bep | थः । यदभावे ततृभाषो व्यतिरेकः, 
2 After व्याप्तिज्ञाने A and F add but the words are found no- 

पक्षज्ञा्न साध्यज्ञानं feya य- | — where else. 

त्किवविजन्यज्ञानमात्रे बा परामर्दा- 

ब्यापारकम. 5 OG H read Rey's; F haa yu 


8 For emm 0 reads qwe ewe: 


‘ster. 48. ] तर्कदीपिकया न्‍्यायवोधिस्या च सहितः ४१ 


यिसाध्यक्र केवलोन्वाय्रे । अत्यन्ताभात्राप्रतियोगित्वं केवलान्वयित्वम्‌ | 
केवलान्वाग्रेनमुदाहराते यथा घटोमिधेयः प्रमेयत्वादिति । ईश्वरप्रमावि- 
षयत्वं सर्वपदाभिधेयत्वं च सर्वत्रास्तीति व्यतिरेकाभावः ॥ केवल- 
व्यतिरेकिणो लक्षणमाह---व्यतिरे ति । केवलब्यतिरेकिणमुदाहराति 
“प्रथिवीति । नन्वितरभेदः प्रसिद्धो वा न वा। आथे यत्र प्रसिद्धस्तत्र 
हेतुसत्त्वेईन्वयित्वम्‌ असच्वेऽसाधारण्यम्‌ । द्वितीये साध्यज्ञानाभावात्कथं 
तद्विरिष्टानामेतिः। विशषणज्ञानाभावे विरिष्टज्ञानानुद्यात्‌ । प्रतियोगि- 
ज्ञानाभावाद्यातिरेकव्यापिज्ञानमपि न स्यादिति वेन्न। जलादित्रयोदशा- 
न्योन्यामावानां त्रयोदशसु प्रत्येकं प्रसिद्धानां मेलनं पृथिव्यां साध्यते । 
तत्र ञयोदशत्वावाच्छिनभेद्स्थेकाधिकरणवृत्तित्वाभावानान्वयित्वासाधा- 
रण्ये | प्रत्यकाधिकरणे प्रस्तिद्धब्रा साध्यविशिधनुमितिव्यतिरेकवब्यावि- 
निरूपणं चेति ॥ 


न्या. बो.--अन्वयेनेति। साध्यसामानाविकरण्यरूपान्वयव्यातिः 
मानित्यर्थः। व्यातिरे HOTTA | व्यतिरेको नामाभावः।तथा च साध्या- 
भावहत्वभावयो्यापिव्यतिरेकव्यासिः | इयं च व्यापिः यत्च यत्र 
TATATALAT तत्र धूमाभाव शते । यत्रपद्वीप्सया वह्यमाववाति 
यावाते धूमाभावग्रहणे यावत्पदस्य व्यापकत्वपरतया धूमाभावे वहच- 


1 AJ Y Z omit thi: sentence. G ximately correct and intel. 


2 M inserts 


replaces this and the next sen- 
tenue by a single ono sa तिरेफि 
asrata—arfarearata. 
अभावज्ञानाभावेन 
after प्रतियोगिज्ञानाभावात 


8 The concluding passage of 
ID beginning with aq is un- 
doubtedly curru:t, and is 
` absolutely unintelligible as it 
is read in most of the printed 
editions and Mas, Only N 
and J Pu to give an appro» 


ligible r ading. Lhave sub- 
stituted भेद for wrer and 
changed प्रत्येकाधिकरण” into 
"करणे, on the single authori'y 
of N, bocause the emendations 
make the meaning clearer. J 
F aud Q alone make areqfe- 
त्वासाधारपफ्ये part of the pre- 
vious sentence as it certainly 
ought to be, F and Q insert 
साध्याभावव्यापकी सूतासावंभति- 

योगित्वमिति before erte” 


° Bee Note loc, wit. 


a 


न $ 
४९ सर्कसंग्रहः [ seer. 48, 


मावव्य़ापकत्वं लब्धम्‌ । एवं च वहृयभावनिष्ठा व्यापिः स्वाश्नयीमृतव- 
हृधभावव्यापकीभूताभावप्रातियोगेत्वसंबन्धेन धूमनिष्ठतया गृह्यत इति 
व्यतिरेकन्याशिमत्त्वेन व्यतिरेकित्वेन धूमव्यापकवाह्विसामानाधिकरण्य- 
रूपाम्वयव्यापिमच्चेनान्वायित्वेन च गीयते | व्यतिरेकपरामर्शस्तु uu 
भावन्यापकीभूताभावप्रतियोगिधूमवान्‌ पर्वत इत्याकारकः ॥ 


केवलान्वयिनो लक्षणमाह--अन्वयेति । व्यातिरेकव्यापिशून्यत 
संत्यन्वयव्यापिमत्त्वं केवलान्वयित्वम्‌ । साध्ये केवलान्वयित्वमभावाप्राति- 
योगित्वम्‌ | तथा चाभावाप्रातियोगिसाभ्यकत्वं केवलान्वयिहेतोलक्षणम्‌' | 
एतल्लक्षणं हेतोन्यतिरोकित्वेऽपि संगच्छते | साध्यस्य केवलान्वयित्वाद्य- 
तिरेकवंयामेरभावादंन्वयमातरव्यापिकं केवलान्वयीति मूलोक्तलक्षणमुप- 
पन्नम्‌ p अत्यन्तामावाप्रातियोगित्वं केवलान्वयित्वम्‌ । न चैवमाकाशा- 
भावे संयोगाभावे चाव्याप्तिरोति वाच्यम्‌ । स्वविरोधित्वातिमवृत्यन्ता 
भावाप्रतियोगित्वस्यैव तदर्थत्वात्‌ । एकजातीयसंबन्धेन सर्वत्र विद्यमा- 
भत्वं केवलाम्वयित्वमिति नव्याः ॥ केवलव्यतिरेकिणो लक्षणमाह-- 
ऽपातिरेकेति ॥ अन्वयव्यापिशून्यत्वे साते व्यतिरेकव्यापिमत्वं केवड- 
ध्यातिरोकिस्वभ्‌ | यथेति । अन्न प्रथिवीत्वावच्छिन्नं पक्षः । पृथिवीतर- 
जलादिभेदः साध्यः | गम्धवत्त्वं हेतुः । अन्न यद्वन्धवत्तदितरभेवृवादित्य- 
न्बयषृष्टान्तामावातू, गन्धव्यापकेतरभेद्सामानाधिकरण्यरूपान्वय्यापि- 
म्रहासंभवात्‌, नारत्यन्वयब्यापिः॥ किंतु यत्र यत्र पुथित्रीतरभेदाभावस्तत्र 
तन्न गन्धाभावो यथा जलादिकामेति। व्यतिरेकहृष्टान्तभूतजलादावितरभे- 
डाभावरूपसाध्याभावव्यापकता गन्धामावे €शयति।इमम वार्थ मनसि निधाय 
यदितरेभ्यो न भिद्यते न तहून्धषद्यथा जलमिति मन्थेन मूलकारो 
व्यतिरेकध्या.सेमेव प्रदर्शितवान्‌।एवं व्यतिरेकन्यापिग्रहानन्तरम्‌,इतरभेदा- 
भावव्यांपकीभूतामावपतियोगिगन्धवती पृथिवी इत्याकारकव्यतिरेकपराम- 


1 Sand W read the passages | wrpat WI 
little differently, 3 W reads qura तयोः पकजातीय* 
2 Instead of this sentence S and ite सर्वत्र ftonar 
W have आअपचा केषाहान्धायिला- T 
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शात्‌ प्रथिवीत्वावच्छिन्नोद्देश्यतानिरूपितेतरभेद्त्वावाच्छिन्नाविषेयता की 
परथिवी इतरमेद्वती इत्याकारकानुमितिर्जायत इति तत्त्वम्‌ । यथा जल- 
मिति। जलमितरभेदाभावन्यापकगन्धामाववदिति। न चेयं तथेति। इतर- 
भेदाभावव्यापकीभूतगन्धाभाववती न, किंतु तदभावाभाववच्चाद्रन्धवती- 
त्यर्थः | तस्मान्न तथेति। तच्छब्देन गन्धाभावामावरूपस्य गन्धस्य परा- 
मर्शेन तस्मादिति पञ्चम्यन्ताद्गन्धव्त्वादित्यर्थोपलब्धेस्तथेतरभेदाभावव- 
तीत्यस्याय़ं भावः | तथा चेतरभेदामावाभाववतीतरभेद्वतीत्यर्थः ॥ 


[ ४९ ] 
संदिग्धसाध्यवान्पक्षः । यथा धूमवत्त्वे हेती पर्वतः ॥ 


त. दी.--पक्षतक्षणभाह--संदिस्धेति | ननु श्रवणानन्तरभावि- 
मननर्थलेऽव्यातिः । तत्र वेदृवाक्यैरात्मनो निश्चितत्वेन संदेहाभावात्कि 
च प्रत्यक्षेऽपि वह्नौ यत्रेच्छयानुमितिस्तत्राप्यव्यापतिरिति Ta | उक्तपक्ष- 
ताश्रयत्वस्य पक्षलक्षणत्वात्‌ ॥ 


न्या. बो.--पक्षलक्षणमाह-संदिग्धसाध्योति | साध्यप्रकारक- 
संदेहविशिष्यत्वं पक्षत्वम्‌ | संदेहश्व पर्वतो वह्निमान्न वा इत्याकारकः। अनु- 
मितेः पूर्वं साध्यसँदेहो नियमेन पक्षे जायत इत्यभिप्रायेणेदं लक्षणं प्राची- 
नेः कृतम्‌ । गगनविशेष्यकमेघप्रकारकसंदेहाभावदशायामपि गृहमध्यस्थ- 
पुरुषस्य घनगर्जितश्रवणेन गमनं मेघवदित्याकारकानुमितिर्जासते। गग- 
नत्वावाच्छिन्नोदे१यतानिरूपितमेधवच्वावाच्छिन्नाविषेयताकानुमितिद्‌र्शना- 
ariani विहाय नवीनेरनुमित्युद्देश्यत्वं पक्षत्वामिति स्थिरीकृतम ॥ 


[ ५० ] 
निशरितसाध्यवान्सपक्ष: | यथा तत्रेव महानसः ॥ 
त. दी.--सपक्षकक्षणममाह--निश्चितेति ॥ | 


1 The following passage seems give s materially different 
to be corrupt, The reading of reading. 
O, E is adopted. B U and W 
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न्या. बो.--सपक्षलक्षणमाह-निश्चितसाध्येति। साध्यप्रका रक- 
निश्चयविशेष्यत् सपक्ष॑त्वम्‌। निश्चयश्च महानसो वह्विमानित्याकारकः॥ 


[ ५१ | 
निश्चितसाध्याभावतान्विपञ्ञः | यथा तत्रैव मदाइृदः॥ 
त. दी. --विपक्षलक्षणमाह--नि श्चितेति ॥ 
न्या. बो.--विपक्षलक्षणमाह-निश्चितेति | साध्याभावप्रक़ारकः 
निश्चयविरोष्यत्वं विपक्षत्वम्‌। निश्चयश्च हृदो वह्णयमाववानित्याकारकः॥ 


[ ५२ | 
सव्यभिचारविरुद्धसत्मतिपक्षासिद्धवाधिताः पञ्च हेत्वाभासाः dI 


त. दी.--एवं wad निरूप्यासद्धेतुं निरूपयितुं विभजते--सठ्य- 
भिचारेति | अनुमितिप्रतिबन्धकशथार्थज्ञानाविषयत्वं हेत्वामासत्वस्‌ | 


न्या. छो.--एवं सद्धेतून्निरूप्य हेत्वामासानिरूपयति--सऽ्य मि- 
IRA | हेतुवदाभासन्त इति हेत्वामासाः दुश्हेतव इत्वर्थः । दोषाश्च 
न्यभिचारविरोधप्रतिपक्षासिद्वित्राधाः | तद्विशेडा दुश्हेतव इत्यर्थः । 
हेतौ दोषज्ञाने सत्यनुमितिप्रतिबन्धो जायते व्याष्तिज्ञानाधातित्रन्धो वा 
जायते | अतो वादिनिग्रहार्थ वादिनेद्धावितहेतो दोषाद्भावनार्थ दुष्हेतु- 
निरूपणामिति भावः ॥ 


[५३] 
सव्यभिचारोऽनेकान्तिकः । स त्रिविधः । साधारणासाधा- 
रणानुपसंदारिभेदात्‌ | तत्र साध्याभाववद्रात्तः साधारणो5नका- 
न्तिकः | यथा पर्वतो वहिमान्ममेयत्वादिति प्रमेयत्वस्य TRIAT- 
वति इदे विद्यमानत्वात्‌ । सवेसपक्षविपक्षव्यादृत्तोऽसाधारणंः | 


पिम 


lOF K Q and V omit the 
sentence, 


2G J omit "विपक्ष Q insorts 
पक्षमात्रदात्तिः before अस्राधारण. 
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यथा शब्दो नित्यः शब्दत्वादिति । शब्दत्वं सर्वेभ्यो नित्ये- 
भ्योऽनित्येभ्यञ्च व्याइत्तं शब्दमात्रष्टत्ति । अन्वयव्यतिरेकदष्टान्तर- 
हितोऽनुपसंद्ारी। यया सवेमनित्य प्रमेयत्वादिति | अत्र ad- 
स्यापि पक्षत्वाइष्टान्तो नास्ति ॥ 


त. दी.—सब्यभिचारं विभजते--स त्रिविध इति। असाधारणं 
लक्षयाते—त्रति। उदाहराति--यथोति। असाधारणं लक्षयाति--स- 
बति | अनुपसंहारिणो लक्षणमाह--अन्वयेति i i 


न्या. बो.--सव्यभिचारं विभज्य दर्शयाते--साधारणेति। सा- 
धारणाद्यन्यतमत्वं सब्याभिचा रसामान्यलक्षणम्‌ | साधारणत्वं साध्याभाव- 
वद्वातित्वंमू | पर्वता वह्निवान्ममेय्रत्वादित्यत्र प्रमेयत्वंहती वहृयभाववद्वाते- 
त्वरूपव्यभिचारे ज्ञाते वह्णचभाववद्‌ वृत्तित्वरूपव्यापि्रहप्रतिबन्धः फलम्‌ | 
असाधारण इति । सर्वसपक्षविपक्षव्यावृत्तत्वम्‌ साध्यवदुत्तित्वावच्छिज्ञ- 
प्रतियोगिताकाभावैः हितो साध्यासामानाधिकरण्ये निश्चित साध्यसामाना- 
धिकरण्यरूपत्यापिज्ञानप्रतिअन्धः meu अनुपसंहारिणं लक्षय्ाति--- 
अन्वयेति। उभयहृष्टान्तामावादन्वयब्यापतिज्ञानव्यतिरेकव्यापिज्ञानोभय- 
सामग्री नास्तीत्यर्थः ,। सर्वस्यैव पक्षत्वात्‌ पक्षातिरिक्ताप्रासिद्धे- 
RA व; ॥ 


[५४ ] 


साध्याभावन्याप्रो gates: । यथा शब्दो नित्यः कृतक- 
त्वादिति | कृतकत्वं हि नित्यरवाभावेचानित्यत्वेन व्यासम्‌ ॥ 


त. दी.-विरुद्धं लक्षयाति--साध्येति ॥ 


1 GJ omit आनित्येन्यश्र्व, 8 The sentence is omitted in Q 
2 The passage from warfare K R and ML U has fafgrw- 
Raz to 'वृत्तित्वम्‌ is not | साध्यषद्दातेत्वस. 
found in OK B V, 
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न्या. बो.--विरुद्धं लक्षयाति--साध्याभावव्यांप्त शति। सा- 
ध्याभावव्याति; साध्यामावानिरूपितव्यतिरिकव्याप्तिः साध्यव्यापकी- 
भूताभावप्रातियोगित्वम्‌ | तथा च पक्षविशेण्यकसाध्याभावव्याप्यहेतु- 
प्रकोरकज्ञानात्पक्षाविशेष्यकसाध्यप्रकारकानुमितिप्रातिबन्धः फलम्‌ ॥ 


[ ५५ ] 
यस्य साध्याभावसाधकं हेत्वन्तरं विद्यते स सत्मतिपक्षः । 


यथा शब्दो नित्यः ्रावणत्वाच्छब्दत्ववदिति | आब्दोऽनित्यः 
कार्यत्वादटवदिति ॥ 
त. द़ी.--सत्मतिपक्ष॑ लक्षयाति--यस्योति ॥ 
न्या. बो.---एवं सत्प्रतिपक्षेऽपि । विसुद्धसत्मतिपक्षयोर्विरोषस्तु 
विरुद्धे हेतोरेकत्वेन सत्प्रतिपक्षे हतोद्वित्वेन च ज्ञातन्यः । सत्प्रतिपक्षं लक्ष- 
याति--यस्येति । साध्याभावसाथको हेतुः साध्यसाधकत्वेनोपन्यरत 
इत्यसामर्थ्यसूचनमपि भवति ॥ 


| ५६ | 

असिद्धस्रिविधः | आश्रयासिद्धः स्वरूपासिद्धों व्याप्यत्वासि- 
Sat आश्रयासिद्धो यथा गगनारविन्दं सुरभ्यरविन्दत्वीत्स- 
रोजारबिन्दवत्‌। अन्न गगनारत्िन्दमाश्रयः । स च नास्त्येव । 
स्वरूपासिद्धो यथा शब्दो शुणशाक्षुषत्वात्‌ | अन्न चाक्षुषत्वं 
शब्दे नास्ति शब्दस्य ्रावणत्वात्‌। सोपाधिको व्याप्यत्वासेद्धः 
साध्यव्यापकत्वे सति साधनान्यांपक उपाषिः | साध्यसमाना- 
विकरणात्यन्ताभावाप्रतियोगित्वं साध्यव्यापकत्वम्‌ | साधनवक्षि- 


1 AB place यस्य after हेत्वन्तरं, | 5 A BODE and Q insert np 
B omits बिद्यते) G bas frat after सोषापिकःः, 
गस्य, | 40H QU and W have व्यापक, 
^2 6 has afir: for qur, and enam, while E reads 
१64९ mE. - worsen freee, ` 
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छात्यन्ताभावम्ातियोगित्व साधनाव्यापकत्वम्‌ । पवेतो धूम- 
वान्वह्िमच्वादित्यत्राद्रेन्वनसंयोग TMNT: | तथाहि | यत्र धूमस्त- 
आार्देन्धनसंयोग इति साध्यव्यापकता | यत्र वह्लिस्तत्राट्रेन्धन संयोगो 
नास्त्ययोगोलक आर्द्रेन्धनसंयोगाभावादिति साधनाव्यापकता | 
एवं साध्यव्यापकत्वे सति साधनाव्यापकत्वादाऽन्धनसंयोग 
उपाधि: | सोपाधिकत्वाद्वाहिमत्त्वं व्याप्यत्वासिद्धम्‌ ॥ 


त. दी.--अरिद्धं विभजते---असिद्ध इते॥ आश्रयासिद्धमुदा- 
हरति--गगनोति॥ स्वरूपासिद्धमुदाहराति--शब्देति ॥ व्याप्यत्वा- 
सिद्धस्य लक्षणमाह--सोपाधिक इति | उपाषिलक्षणमाह--सा- 
ध्येति | उपाधिश्चतुर्विधः। केवलसाध्यव्यापकः पक्षघमीवाच्छिन्नसाभ्य- 
व्यापकः साधनावच्छिन्नसाध्यव्यापक्त उदासीनधमीवच्छिन्नसाध्यव्यापक- 
श्वोति | आद्य आद्रेंन्धनसंग्रोगः । द्वितीयो यथा-वायुः प्रत्यक्षः प्रत्यक्षरप- 
शाश्रयत्वादित्यत्र बहिद्रव्यत्वावच्छिन्नप्रत्यक्षत्वव्यापकमुञ्धूतरूपवत्वम्‌ । 
तृतीयो यैथा-प्रध्वंसो' .विनाशी जन्यत्वादित्यत्र जन्यत्वावच्छिन्नाने- 
त्यत्वव्यापकं भावत्वम्‌ | चतुर्थो यथा~प्रागभावो विनाशी प्रमेयत्वादित्यत्र 
जन्यत्बादाच्छिन्नानित्यत्वव्यापकं भावत्वम्‌ ॥ 


न्या. धो.--आश्रयासिद्ध इति । आश्रयासिद्धिर्नाम पक्षताव- 
वच्छेदकावि रष्टपक्षाप्रसिद्धिः | यथा गगनीयत्वविशिष्टपक्षासिद्धेः सौर- 


gamit A de Rn "ctt oin Hin M 


1 Some copies omit तथाहि. इयामत्वस्थं व्यापकः शाकायाहार- 


2 OH WX Xand W omit gg | पारिणतिभिदः। प्रकारान्तरेण तृतीयो 
साधनाव्यापकता यथा; but this is undoubtedly 


i ted. 
5 7०7 प्रव्यक्षस्पर्शाभयत्वाद 0 JL interpolated 


M Y Z 7००५ प्रमियत्वाद whichis | 5 JN M Qand Y read simam 
perhaps better. for प्रध्वंस aud are supported 
. 4 G here adds स द्यामी मेशीतन- by the high authority of Nil, 

qaras Riau- | Rye Note 110, oit, i 


uec arse: L SECT, 56. 


म्यानुमितिरने संभव॑ति। स्वरूपासिद्धूर्नाम पक्षे हेत्वमावः | तथा च हेत्व- 
मावविशिटपक्षज्ञानात्पक्षाविशेष्य कह तुप्रकारकपराम शा नुत्पच्पा परामर्श- 
प्रातिबन्धः फलम्‌ ॥ व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध इति। प्रकृते धमव्यापकत्वमार्दे- 
न्धने संपोगे गृहीतं uw आर्द्रेन्वनसंयोगब्याप्यत्वं गुहीतम्‌। एवं 
वह्लथव्यापकत्वमा द्रॅन्धनसं योगे गृहीतं sugar तदन्याप्यत्वं गृह्मते तदेव 
व्यभिचारित्वम्‌ | तथाचोपायिव्यामिचारित्वं साधने गृहीतं चेदुपाधिभू- 
ताद्रेन्थनसंयोगग्याप्यधूमब्याभिचारित्वं गृहीतमेव । अनुमानप्रकारश्च 
पूवानुमानहेतुं पक्षीङ्गत्य वह्निर्धुमव्यभिचारी धूमव्यापकाद्रेन्वनसंयोग- 
ब्यभिचारित्वाद्व्टत्वादिवियो यत्साध्यव्पापकव्यभिधारी स सर्वोऽपि 
साध्यव्यभिचारी | एवं प्रकारेण प्रकृतानुमानहेतुभूतपक्षे साध्यव्यभिचा- 
रोत्थापकतया दूषकत्वमुपाधेः फलम्‌ | तथा च धूमाभाववद्वृसित्वरूपधू- 
मब्यभिचारे गृहीते वही घूमाभाववदवृत्तित्वरूपव्याप्षिग्रहप्रतिबन्ध ; फलम्‌ | 
न ब व्याप्यत्वासिद्धे््यभिचारामेद्‌ इति वाच्यम्‌ | धुमाभाववद्रृत्तित्वाभा- 
वोभावत्वेन व्याप्यत्वासिद्धत्वं धूमाभाववद्वातित्वन व्याभेचारत्वामै- 
तिभेद्रात्‌ ॥ 


[ ५७] 
यस्य साध्याभावः प्रमाणान्तरेण निश्चितः स बाधित; | यथा 
वहिरचुष्णो द्रव्यत्वादिति | अत्रानुष्णत्वं साध्ये तदभाक उष्णत्वं 
स्पारनपत्यक्षेण THT इति वाधितत्वम्‌ ॥ 


त. दी.--बापितरय लक्षणमाह--यस्योति | अत्र बाधस्य ग्राह्मा- 
भावनिश्चयत्वेन सत्मतिपक्षस्य विरोधिज्ञानसामग्रीत्वेन साक्षावनुमितिप्राति- 


itor RROOPSTR 

1 U and W read the passage | “only which amounts to the 
differently, same. B has eyfa प्रत्यक्षेण,७चे 

8 Q.E R V omit the following | (0 eqgHtar. Bo, suums to prefor 
two sentences. the latter, Possibly both 

8 Kreadsqenüamrpíorgsuzwhr. | स्पार्हीत and स्पधेत may have 

॥ The reading adopted is that of been later ingewtdous, Bos 
ADE B G H Jud genre Note foc. wt. 
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बन्धकत्वम्‌ । इतरेषां तु परामर्शप्रतिबन्धकत्वम्‌ | तत्रापि साधारणस्या- 
ब्यभिचाराभावत॑या विरुद्धस्य सामानाधिकरण्याभावतयां व्यापकस्वासि- 
ga विरिष्टव्याप्तथभावतयाऽसाधारणानुपसंहारिणोर्व्यातिसंशयाधाय- 
कृत्वेन च व्यापिज्ञानप्रतिबन्धकत्वम्‌। आश्रयासिद्धस्वरूपासिद्धयोः पक्ष- 
धर्मताज्ञानप्रतिबन्धकत्वम्‌ | उपाधिस्तु व्याभिचारज्ञानद्वारा व्यापतिज्ञान- 
प्रतिबन्धकः। सिद्धसाधनं तु पक्षताविषटतया आधश्रयासिद्धेऽन्तर्भबतीति 
पराञ्चः | निम्रहस्थानान्तरमिति नवीनाः | 


न्या. बो.--यस्येति | यस्य हेतोः साध्याभावः स च प्रमाणान्त- 
रेण निश्चितः स बाधित इत्यर्थः । तथा च प्रात्यक्षिकसाध्याभावनिश्चयेन 
साध्यानुमितिप्रातिबन्धः फलम्‌ । बाधितसाष्यकत्वाद्धेतोहेतुरापि बाधित 
इत्युच्यते ॥ इस्यनुमानपरिच्छेद्‌ः ॥ | 


[ ५८ | 


उपमितिकरणमुपमानम्‌ | संज्ञासंज्िसंबन्थज्ञानमुपमितेः | तत्क- 
रणं MERAY । अतिदेशवाक्याथेस्मरणमवान्तरव्यापारं | 
तथाहि कर्थ्रिंहवयशब्दाथेमजानन्कुतश्रिदा रण्यकपुरुषाहो गवय 
इति श्रुत्वा, वनं गतो, वाक्यायै स्मरन्गोसहर्श पिण्डं पश्याति। 
तदनन्तरमसौ गवयशब्दवाच्य इत्युपमितिरुत्पद्यते ॥ 


त. दी.--उपमानं लक्षयति--उपमितीति ॥ 
1 A and Q 'भाषवत्तया: tence. F' omits the rest of the 
2 The reading is that of N and passage. 
Nil. A. OL P omit greg: leav- | 4 A B D omit कश्वित ; K adds 
ing gfa which then becomes पुरुषः; A B Dand Qread arena 
redundant. G J Y Z omit g for aga. N has पदार्थं for 
qra. A inserts न before शब्दाथंस- 
निग्रह" and M reads निग्रहस्था- | 5 K H add वाक्यं after हाते. 
नानन्तरम्‌ both of which are | 6 O adds विरिष्टं after सुराँ; H 
clearly wrong. ‘reads सादृदयबिशि and A and 
$ QN and W omit this son- W wewrfqvé ; J omits niv. 


tag तकेखंभ्रहः [ sect. 58. 


न्या. बो.--उपमानं लक्षयाति उपमितिकरणामिति । उपाभितिं 
लक्षयाते--संज्ञासंज्ञीति | संज्ञा पदं । संज्ञी पदार्थ: । तथाः संबन्धः 
राक्तिः | तथा च पद्पदार्थसंबन्धज्ञानमुपमितिरित्यर्थ: | उपमानमतिदेश- 
वाक्यार्थज्ञानम्‌ | अतिदेशवाक्यार्थस्मरणं व्यापारः । उपामितिः फलम्‌ । 
गोसदृशो गवयपदवाच्य इत्याकारकाद्रोसदृशत्वावाच्छिन्नाविरोण्यकगवय- 
पद्वाच्यत्वप्रकारकं ज्ञानं जायते ATT करणम्‌ ॥ इत्युपमानपारिच्छेद्‌ः ॥ 


[ ५९] 


आपवाक्यं शब्दः | आपस्तु यथार्थवक्ता | वाक्यं पदसमूहः । 
यथा गार्मानयोते | A पदम्‌ । अस्मात्पदादयमर्थो बोद्धव्य इती- 
श्वरसंकेत॑; शक्तिः ॥ 

त. दी.--शब्दं लक्षयाति---आपतेति | पदलक्षणमाह--शक्तामे- 
ति | अर्थस्मृत्यनुकूलः पदपदार्थसंबन्थः शक्ति: | सा च पदार्थान्तरमिति 
मीमांसकाः । तन्निरासार्थमाह--अस्मादिति। डित्थादीनामिव घरादी 
नामे संकेत एव शक्तिः,न तु पदार्थान्तरमित्यर्थः। गवादिशब्दानां जाता- 
वेव शक्तिविशेषणतया जातेः प्रथममुपास्थितत्वात्‌ व्याक्तिलाभस्त्वाक्षेपादि- 
ना शते केचित्‌। तन्न, गामानयेत्यादौ वृद्धव्यकहारांत्सर्वत्रानयनादे्यक्ता- 
वेन संभवेन जातिविशिष्टम्यक्तावेव शाक्तेकल्पनात्‌ | शक्तिग्रहश्र वुद्धव्यव- 
हारेण | व्युलित्सुर्बीलो गामानथेत्युत्तमवृद्धवाक्यश्रवणान्तर' मध्यमवृद्धस्य 
प्रवृत्तिमुपलभ्य गवानयनं च EST मध्यमवृद्धपरबृत्तिजनकज्ञानस्यान्वयव्य- 
तिरेकाभ्यां वाक्यजन्यत्वं निश्चित्याश्वमानय गां बधान इति वाक्यांतर 
आवापोद्वापाभ्यां गोपदस्य गोत्वाविरिष्टे शक्तिरश्वशब्वृस्याश्चत्वाविशिष्टि 
शक्तिरिति व्युत्पद्यते । नमु सर्वत्र कार्यपरत्वाद्मवहारस्य कार्यवाक्य Tq 
व्युत्पत्तिर्न सिद्धपर इति Fa prai जिभुवनतिलको भूपतिरित्यादी 


1 W omits this, Q adds शुक्ला SEDET: 
quad alier आनय. 9 N aud Q hore add arag 
2 A.B.D and F insert इच्छा लक्षयाति-वाक्येति: 
after ईश्वर unnecessarily, O | 4 Y aud Q have querer , 
more correetly roads $gsq*- | 5 A and M read काश्या. 
| FS 
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सिद्धेऽपि व्यवहारात्‌,विकासितपक्षे मधुकर इत्यादौ प्रसिद्धपद्समामिव्यव- 
हारात्सिद्धेऽपि मधुकरादिपदे व्युत्पत्तिदर्शनाच ॥ लक्षणापि शब्दवृत्तिः | 
शक्यसंबंथो लक्षणा। गङ्कायां घोष इत्यत्र गङ्कापद्वाच्यप्रवाहसंबन्धादेव 
तीरोपास्थितौ तीरेऽपि शक्तिर्न कल्प्यते। सैन्धवादौ लवणाश्वयोः परस्परः 
संबन्धाभावान्नानाशक्तिकल्पनम्‌ ॥ लक्षणा AAN जहङ्क्षणाऽजहङ्कक्ष- 
णा जहंदजहल्लक्षणा चेति। यत्र वाच्यार्थस्यान्वयाभावस्तत्र जहती, यथा 
मञ्चाः कोशन्तीते। यत्र वाच्यार्थस्यान्वयस्तत्राजहती, यथा छत्रिणो ग- 
च्छन्तीति । यत्र वाच्येकदेशत्यागेनेकदेशान्वयस्तत्र जहदजहती यथा 
तस्वमसीति | गोण्यापे लक्षणेव लक्ष्यमाणगुणसंबन्धरूपा | अशिर्माणवक 
इति ॥ व्यञ्जनापि शक्तिलक्षणान्तर्भूता | अर्थशाक्तिमूला चानुमानादिनान्य 
TRETI 
_तात्पर्यानुपपत्तिलेक्षणाबीजम्‌ | तत्मतीतीच्छयोचरितत्व॑ तात्पर्यम्‌ । 
तात्पर्यज्ञानं च वाक्यार्थज्ञाने हेतुः । नानार्थानुरोधात्तु प्रकरणादिकं 
तात्पर्यग्राहकम्‌ । द्वारमित्यादौ पिधेहीति शब्दाध्याहारः। नन्वर्थज्ञानार्थ- 
त्वाच्छन्द्स्यार्थमविज्ञाय शब्दाध्याहारासंभवादुर्थाध्याहार एव युक्त इति 
चेन्न, पद्विशेषजन्यपदार्थोपस्थितेः शाब्दज्ञानहेतुत्वात्‌ | अन्यथा धटः 
कर्मत्वमानयनं कृतिरित्यन्नापि शाब्वज्ञानप्रसङ्कात्‌॥ 

पङ्कजादिपदेषु योगरूढिः। अवयवशक्तियोगः | समुदायशक्ती रूढिः | 
नियतप्षत्वज्ञानार्थं समुदायशक्तिः। अन्यथा कुमुदेऽपि प्रयोगप्रसङ्गः | 
इतरान्विते शक्तिरिति प्राभाकराः । अन्वयस्य वाक्यार्थतया भानसं“ 


भवाद्न्वयांशोऽपि शक्तिर्न कल्पनीयेति गौतमीयाः ॥ 


nen ne ivl 


1 MN F and Q add serais पिबति 


aftor मधुकरः but wrongly; J 
supplies the ellipsis by fererfar 
more correctly, A reads सिद्ध 


correct one as it is supported 
by Nil, A L omit शक्ति before 
लक्षणान्तर्भता. A LO P make 
अर्थशक्तिमूला च part of the pre- 


for प्रसिद्ध incorrectly. vious sentence, F N and Q 
add दाब्द्शक्तियूला before and 

2 G here adds सो5यं देवदत्त इति अं. M पढ्शक्तिमूला after अर्थशक्तिः 
3 Tho toxt of T Dis here un- मला. QV Zmake the two 


donbtedly tampered with. J 
alone gives the reading adopt- 


sentences one. Y Z have aH 
ware and मुलत्वात for war and 


ed, which seems to be the |, «सूखा respectively. 


५२ तर्केसंग्रहः [ amor. 59. 


न्या. बो.--शब्दं लक्षयाते--आप्तेति। पदज्ञाने करणम्‌। वृत्ति- 
ज्ञानसहकृतपद्ज्ञानजन्यपदार्थोपस्थितिव्यपारः । वाक्यार्थज्ञानं शाब्द- 
नोधः फलम्‌ । वृत्तिमाम शक्तिलक्षणान्यतररूपा । शक्तिर्नाम 
घटादिविशेष्यकघटादिपदजन्यबोथविषयत्वप्रकारकेश्वरसंकेतः | ईश्वरः 
संकेतो नामेश्वरेच्छा सेव शक्तिरित्यर्थः । शक्तिनिरूपकत्वमेव पदे 
शक्तत्वस्‌। विषयतासंबन्धेन शक्त्याश्रयत्वमर्थे शक्यत्वम्‌ | शक्यसंबन्धो 
लक्षणा। सा द्विविधा | गोणी शुद्धा IA गोणी नाम ' साहश्याविशिष्टः 
लक्षणा यथा सिंहो माणवक इत्यादौ सिंहपद्स्य सिंहसाहश्यविशिष्टे ल- 
क्षणा। शुद्धापि द्विषा जहक्ृक्षणाऽजहङ्लक्षणा चेति। लक्ष्यतावच्छेदक- 
रूपेण लक्ष्यमात्रबोधिका जहह्लक्षणा यथा गङ्गायां घोष इत्यत्र गङ्कापद्‌- 
शक्यप्रवाहसंबन्धस्य तीरे सत्त्वात, ताहशशक्यसंबन्धरूपलक्षणाज्ञानात्‌ 
गङ्कापदात्तीरोपास्थितिः | लक्ष्यतावच्छेद्करूपेण लक्ष्यशक्योभय- 
बोधप्रयोजिकाऽजहङ्लक्षणा | यथा काकेभ्यो दधि रक्ष्यतामित्यत्र काक- 
पद्स्य दृथ्युपघातके लक्षणा | लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकं दृष्युपघातकत्वं, तेन 
रूपेण दध्युपघातकानां काकबिडालकुक्कुट्सारमेयादीनां शक्यलक्ष्याणां 
सवेषां बोधात्‌ | अहद्जहङ्कक्षणा वेदान्तिनां मते ॥ 

[ ६० ] 

आका योग्यता संनिधिश्च वाक्यायज्ञानहेतुः । पदस्य 
पदान्तरच्यतिरेकमयुक्तान्वयाननुभावकत्वमाकाङ्ल । अथोबाधो 
योग्यता | पदानामविलम्वेनोधारणं संनिषेः ॥ 


HRI Ts cai o ऑ्ेशअ aet menpe syve utik wk NR wes He rne He ete dmg rS ADAM. 


18% and W insert horo six | 9 S8 T and W read ब्रांबिधा for 
sentences explaining tho qa- द्विविधा and add जहदजहल॒क्षणा 
wed of the definition of sya: as a third species, 


but they are absent in older i 
Mss. U prints them in brac- | * An the place of this short 


kets as an interpolation, sentence S T and W have 


2 The reading is that of U V व्यक्ति 
शक्यताच स्छेवकपारित्यागेन रत्य 5 a 

aad K. K omits srfpate, and ee तताल xt 
T and W omit घटादिविशेष्यक, | म जेभोषनाजइदजइहक्षणा । इयं 


while C reads simply शक्ति- | च लक्षणा जीवनहामणोरेक्यं want 
नमिश्वरेच्छा | सेव शक्तिरित्यजे;, , | वेदान्तिनां सिद्धान्तरीत्या ˆ 


La 


skor. 62. ] तर्कदीपिकया न्‍्यायबोधिन्या च सहितः u3 


` त. दी.---आकाज्लिति। आकाडादिज्ञानमित्यर्थः । अन्यथाकाड़ठा- 
दिभ्रमाच्छाब्दभ्रमो न स्यात्‌ | आकाड्ठां लक्षयति--पद्स्येति ॥ योग्य- 
तालक्षणमाह--अर्थेति॥ संनिधिलक्षणमाह---पदानामिति । अवि- 
लम्बेन पदार्थोपस्थिति: संनिधिः | उच्चारणं तु तदुपयोगितया युक्तम्‌ ॥ 


न्या. बो.-आकाडेति। अव्यवहितोत्तरत्वादिसंबन्धेन यत्पदे यत्यद्‌- 
प्रकारज्ञानव्यतिरेकप्रयुक्तो याहशशाब्दबोधाभावस्ताहशशाब्दबोधे तत्पदे 
तत्पद्वत्त्माकाङ्का | तादृशाकाङ्काज्ञानं शाब्दबोधे कारणम्‌ ॥ अथीबाध 
att | बाधाभावो योग्यतेत्यर्थः ॥ 


[ ६१ ] 
आकाङ्कादिराहितं वाक्यमप्रमाणम्‌ । यथा गौरश्वः पुरुषो 
हस्तीति न भ्रमाणमाकाङ्काविरहात्‌ | अग्निना सिश्चोदिति न भ- 
माणं योग्यताविरहात्‌ । प्रहरे प्रहरेऽसहोचारितानि गामानये- 
त्यादिपदानि न प्रमाणं सांनिध्याभार्वात्‌ ॥ 
त. दी.-गौरश्व इति। घटः कर्मत्वामित्यनाकाङ्घोदाहरणं द्रश्‍न्यम्‌ ॥ 


न्या. घो.-अ्निना RARA | अत्र सेककरणत्वस्य जलादि- 
धर्मस्य वल्लौ बाधनिश्चयसत्त्वान्न ताहशवाक्याच्छाब्दबोधः संभवाति ॥ 
mR निरूपयति--असहोञ्चारितानीति ॥ असहोचारिताने A- 
लम्बेनोचारितानि ॥ 

[ ६२ ] 

वाक्यं द्विविधम्‌ | वैदिकं लोकिकं च । वैदिकमीश्वरोक्तत्वा- 
त्सवेमेव रमाणम्‌ | लोकिकं TMA माणम्‌ | अन्यदभ्रमाणम्‌ || 

त. दी.--वाक्यं विभजते--वाक्यमिति । वैदिकस्य विशेषमाह 


1 R prefixes yeqafasrere to अ- explanation of आकांक्षा. 
व्यवहित”, 3 OH read संनिध्यभावात्‌ perhaps 
2 B U and W here insert a long better. 


bu dumm: [ scr. 63. 


वेदिकमीश्वरोक्तत्वादिति। ननु वेवस्यानादित्वात्कथमीश्वरो क्तत्व- 
मिति चेन्न। वेद: पोरुषेयो ॥क्यसमहत्वाद्वारतादे दन च स्मर्यमाण” 
कर्तृत्वमुपाथिः | गीतमादिभिः शिष्यपरंपरया वेदेऽपि कर्तृस्मरणर्नं साध- 
नव्यापकत्वात्‌ | “ तस्मात्तेपानात्त्रथो वेदा अजायन्त ” इति श्रुतेश्च ॥ 
ननु वर्णा नित्याः 'स एवायं गकार’ इति प्रत्यमिज्ञाबलात्‌। तथा च 
कथं वेद्स्यानित्यत्वमिति चेन्न, उत्पन्नो गकारो नष्टो गकार इति प्रतीत्या 
वर्णानामनित्यत्वात्‌-साऽयं गकार’ इति प्रत्यभिज्ञायाः सेऽयं दीपज्वालेति- 
वत्साजात्यावलम्बनत्वात्‌, वणीनां नित्यत्वेऽप्यानुपूर्वीविशिष्टवाक्यस्या- 
नित्यत्वाञ्च | तस्मादीश्वरोक्तो Fe: ॥ मन्वादिस्मृतीनामाचाराणां च वेद्‌- 
मुलकतया प्रामाण्यम्‌ | स्मृतिमुलवाक्यानामिदानीमनध्ययनात्तन्मूलभूता 
काचिच्छाखोच्छिन्नेति कल्प्यते | ननृ पठ्यमानवेदृवाक्योत्साद्स्य कल्पः 
यितुमशक्यतया विप्रकीणेवाद्स्थायुक्तत्वान्नित्यानुभेयो er मूलामिति 
चेन्न । तथापि वणीनुपू्वीज्ञानाभावेन बेधकत्वासंभवात्‌ ॥ 
न्या. बो.--वैदिक लोकि चोति॥ वैदिक वेदवागयभित्यर्थः। 
इदमुपलक्षणम्‌ । वेद्मूलकस्मृत्यावीन्यपि ब्राह्माणि | लौकिक मिति । 
वेदवाक्यभिन्नमित्यर्थः | आप्तत्वं प्रथोगहेतुमूते यथार्थज्ञानवच्वस्‌ ॥ हति 
शब्दपरिच्छेदः ॥ 
[ 33] 
वाक्यार्थज्ञानं शाब्दज्ञानम्‌ | तत्करणं शब्दः ॥ 
त. दी.--नन्वेतानि पदानि स्वस्मारितार्थसंतर्गवान्त आकाझ्भादिमित्प- 
इकद्म्बकत्वात्‌, सद्वाक्यवादित्यनुमानादव संसर्गज्ञानसंभवा च्छन्दो न प्र- 
माणांतरमिति चेन्न । अनुभित्यपेक्षथा शाब्दज्ञानरय विलक्षणस्य शब्दात्प- 


p Sygate 


1 N F and Q heroadd इृत्यद्ुमानेन A. reads Brot दीप इति प्रत्यभि- 
पोरुषेयत्वस्द्धि। Z adds इत्यनु- | ज्ञानवज्जात्यालम्बनत्यात्‌. 

* मात. 5 A and 17 

कक बे समर जानो म > A and F have qur साति for 


F and Q have सकर्तुकत्वस्मरणन तथापि. 
$ Q inserts aq: before तेपानात. 6K it aud V omit this sentence, 
4 This 18 the reading of L and while 8 and W omit the next. 
M; OJ N P ¥ Zhave the | 7 को and Q insort here ntan 
same without qr before wy reer’; gota इति waren’. 


5४07, 63. ] तर्कदीपिकया न्यायचोचिन्ञा च सहितः ५५ 


नन्‍्वर्थापत्तिरपि प्रमाणान्तरमस्ति “पीनो देवदत्तो दिवा न quus 
इाति दृष्टे श्रुते वा पीनत्वान्यथानुपपत्त्या रात्रिमोजनमर्थापत्त्या कल्प्यत 
इति चेन्न । देवदत्तो रात्रो भुङ्क्ते दिवाऽमुञ्जामत्वे सति पीनत्वादि- 
त्यनुमानेनेव रात्रिभोजनस्य सिद्धत्वात्‌ । शते पञ्चाशदिति संभवो 
ऽप्यनुमानमेव | इह वरे यक्षास्तिष्ठतीत्यैतिहघमज्ञातमूलवक्तृकः शब्द्‌ एव | 
चेष्टापि शब्दानुमानद्वारा न्यवहारहेतुरिति न मानान्तरम्‌ | तस्मा- 
रत्यक्षानुमानोषमानशब्दाश्चत्वार्थेव प्रमाणानि ॥ 


सवेषां ज्ञानानां तद्वाते तत््रकारकत्वं स्वतो ग्राह्य परतो वेति विचा- 
येते तत्र विप्रतिपात्तिः। ज्ञानप्रामाण्यं तद्प्रामाण्याग्राहकयावज्ज्ञानग्राहक- 
सामग्रीग्राह्म न वा | अत्र विधिकोटिः स्वतस्त्वम्‌ । निषेधकोटिः परत- 
स्त्वम्‌ ॥ अनुमानगराह्मत्वेन सिद्धसाधनतावारणाय यावदिति | Ed ज्ञान- 
मप्रमेति' ज्ञानेन प्रामाण्य्थहाद्वाथवारणायाप्रामाण्याग्राह कोति । इदं ज्ञान- 
मप्रमेत्यनुन्यवसायानिष्ठमामाण्यग्राहकऱ्याप्रामाण्याग्राहकृत्वाभावात्स्वत- 
स्त्वं न स्थादतस्तादिति। तस्मिन्मामाण्याश्रयेप्रामाण्यंयाहक इत्यर्थः । 
उदाहृतस्थले ब्यवसाथेऽप्रामाण्ययाह कस्याप्यनुव्यवसाये तदृग्राहकत्वा- 
्स्वतस्त्वासिद्धिः ॥ ननु स्वत एव प्रामाण्यं गुह्यते, घटमहं जानामीत्यनु- 
व्यवसायेन घटघटत्वय्रोरिव तत्संबन्धर्यापि विषयीकरणात्‌, व्यवसाय- 
रूपप्रत्यासत्तेस्तुल्यत्वात्‌, पुरोवार्तिनि प्रकारसंनन्धर्यैव प्रमात्वपदार्थत्वा- 
दिति चेन्न । स्वतःप्रामाण्यमहे जलज्ञानं प्रमा न वेत्यनभ्यासद्शायां 
प्रमात्वसंशयो न स्यात्‌ | अनुव्यवसायेन प्रामाण्यस्थ निश्चितत्वात्‌ | 
तस्मात्स्वतोगाह्मत्वाभावात्परतो ग्राह्यत्वम्‌ | तथाहि। प्रथमं जलज्ञानानन्तरं 
प्रवृत्तौ सत्यां, जललाभे सति पूर्वोत्पन्नं जलज्ञानं प्रमा समर्थप्रवात्तिजन- 
कत्वात्‌, यन्नेवं तन्नैवम्‌, यथा प्रमा, इति व्यतिरेकिणा प्रमात्वं निश्चीयते। 


unveil डया पाहन Ho Re m a rts orients ng 


1 A here adds अनुपलण्धिन सान- fluous, asaraq has already 
wi परिशेषोपि अतमाय्येव, but Once been referred to, while 
the words seem to bo spurious itis doubtful whether परिददोष' 
as no other copy contains is recognized as an indepen- 
them, They are also super- dent proof, 


ug तर्कसंग्रहः [ 8501, 63. 


द्वितीयादिज्ञानेषु पूर्वज्ञानदृष्टान्तेन तत्सजातीयत्वालिङ्गेनान्वयव्यतिरेकि- 
णाऽपि गुह्यते ॥ 

प्रमाया गुणजन्यत्वमुत्पत्तौ परतस्त्वम्‌ । प्रमाऽसाधारणकारणं गुणः। 
अप्रमाऽसाधारणकारणं दोषः । तत्र प्रत्यक्षे विशेषणवद्विशेष्यसंनिकर्षो 
गुणः, अनुमितो व्यापकवाति व्याप्यज्ञानं, उपामितो यथार्थसादृश्यज्ञानं , 
शाब्दज्ञाने यथार्थयोग्यताज्ञानम्‌ इत्याद्यूहनीयम्‌ | पुरोवार्तीनि प्रकारा- 
भावस्य व्यवसायेनानुपास्थितत्वाद्प्रमात्वं परत एव गृह्यते | पित्तादि 
दोषजन्यत्वादुत्पत्तो परतस्त्वम्‌ ॥ 


नमु सर्वेज्ञानानां यथार्थत्वाद्यथार्थज्ञानमेव arta | न च ' शुक्ता- 
विद्‌ रजतमिति  ज्ञानात्पवृत्तिदशनादन्यथाख्यातिसिद्धिरिति वाच्यम्‌ | 
रजतस्मृतिपुरोवर्तिज्ञानाभ्यामेव प्रवृत्तिसंमवात्‌ उपस्थितेध्भेदाग्रहस्यैव 
सर्वत्र प्रवतकत्वेन नेदं रजतमित्यादावतिप्रसङ्गाभावादिति चेन्न । सत्य 
रजतस्थले पुरोवर्तिविरोष्यकरजतत्वप्रकारकज्ञानस्य लाघवेन प्रवृत्ति- 
जनकतया gaat रजतार्थिपरवृत्तिजनकत्वेन ` विरीषज्ञानस्यैव 
कल्पनात्‌ ॥ 

[ ६४ | 


अयथायातुभवस्निविधः संशयविपयेयतकेमेदात्‌ । एकस्मि- 
न्घर्मिणि विरुद्धनानाधमेवैशिष्टयावगादि ज्ञानं संशयः । यथा 
स्थाणुवां पुरुषो वेति । मिथ्याज्ञानं विपयेयः | यथा शुक्ताविदं 
रजतमिति । व्याप्यारोपेण व्यापकारोपस्तकः | यथा यदि Wf 
ने स्याचर्हि धूमोऽपि न स्यांदिति॥ 

त. दी.-अयथार्थानुभवं विभजते-अय थार्थीति। स्वप्नस्य मानसविप- 
ययरूपत्वान्न त्रैविध्यविरोधः ॥ संशयलक्षणमाह-एकस्मि न्निति । 'घर- 
पटा'विति समूहालम्बनेऽतिव्यापिवारणाय एकेति ।'घटो द्रव्य'मि त्यादाव- 


1 The passage is variously ज्ञानम्‌, while B J read “fafére- 
worded in different copies. gran. E differs from all in 
The reading in the text is giving विरुद्धनानाकोरटिे क॑ qms. 
that of ABD F 0 ande; | 2 X has went fadia: स्पात्ताई 
OGHQand W have Afire- — निर्धमोपि स्यात, ` 
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तिव्याभिवारणायनविरुद्धेति । ` परत्वाविरुद्धघरत्ववानि त्यत्रातिन्याति- 
वारणाय ATAR ॥ विपर्ययलक्षणमाह---मिथ्येति | तदभाववति तत्म~ 
कारकनिश्चय इत्यर्थः ॥ तर्क लक्षयति--व्याप्येति । यद्यपि तको 
विपर्ययेऽन्तर्भवाति तथापि प्रमाणानुग्राहकत्वाद्धेदिन कीर्तनम्‌ ॥ 
न्या. बो.--गथार्थानुभवं निरूप्यायथार्थानुभवं विभजते-- 
संशयेत्यादिना | एकेति | एकधर्मावच्छिन्नविशेष्यतानिरूपितभावा- 
भावप्रकारकं ज्ञानं संशय इत्यर्थः। भावद्वयकोटिकसंशयप्रसिद्धेः स्थाणुर्वे- 
त्यत्र स्थाणुत्वस्थाणुत्वाभावपुरुषत्वपुरुषत्वाभावकोरिकः संशय इत्यर्थः । 
विपर्ययो नाम भ्रम इत्यर्थः ॥ व्याप्यारोपेणेति | तर्के व्याप्यस्य व्या- 
पकस्य च व्यातिरेकैनिश्चयः कारणम्‌ | अन्यथाबाधनिश्चयाभाव इष्टा- 
पत्तिदोषे तकौनृत्पत्तेः ॥ 
" [ ६५ A | 
स्मृतिरापे द्विविधा । यथार्थाउ्यथाथों च । प्रमाजन्या यथार्था | 
अप्रमाजन्याऽयथाथो ॥ 
त. दी.--स्मृतिं विभजते--स्मृतिरिति ॥ 
[ ६६ | 
सर्वेषामनुकूछतया वेदनीयं सुखम्‌ ॥ 


rai Pr कबाब 


“icant ripen: 


10 K Vomit this sentence, | 4 It is impossible io ascertain 


Wem sd 


but as besides 8 Tit is fouud the true reading of this and 
in R also ina slightly different | , the next passage. ABOH 
form, itis retained, The sent- J U and Q together with Se. 
ence as it stands in both Ñ und Vv agree in readiug aig- 
and R is corrupt and is thore- कलबेदनीयं and प्रतिळलवेदनीयं 
fore amended as above. S |' respectively ; while the other 
reads स्थाशुबेत्यादेः which is variants अचुकलतया and प्राति- 
not intelligible, while R in- कलतया वेदनीयं are found in 
seris qa before last कोटिक D EG K,ss well as Nil. I 
quite superfluously. have adopted the latter as be- 
2 UandW read are for व्यतिरिक- ing prammatically more cor- 
SEH J K omit fgíüwr and rect, and being supported by 


join the two sentences. K adds |. the high authority of Nil, 
होति. atter च, 


ue तर्कसंग्रहः [ scr: 66. 


त. दी.--सुखं लक्षयति-—सर्वेषामिति । सुस्यहमित्याद्यनुब्यव- 
सायगम्यं सुखत्वादिकमेव लक्षणम्‌ | यथाश्रृतं तु स्वरूपकथनमिति 
व्यम्‌ ॥ 

न्या. बो.--सुखं निरूपयति-सर्वेषामिति। इतरेच्छाऽनधीनेच्छा- 
विषयत्वामिति निष्कर्ष: | यथाश्ुतेऽनुकूलत्वप्रकारकवेद्नाविशोष्यत्वस्य 
घटोऽनुकूल इत्याकारकज्ञानदशायामनुकूलत्वप्रकारकज्ञानावरोष्यत्वस्य 
घटादावापे सच्वाद्व्टादावातिव्यापिरिति निष्कृष्टलक्षणमुक्तम्‌ | भोजना- 
दावतिव्यापतिवारणायेतरेच्छानधीनेच्छाविरोषणम्‌ | सुखेच्छायाः सुख- 


त्वप्रकारकज्ञानमात्रजन्यत्वात्‌ ॥ 
[ ६७] 

सर्वेषां मतिकूलतया वेदनीयं दुःखम्‌ ॥ 

न्या. बो.--इुःखं निरूपयति--प्रतिकूलेति | अन्नापीतरद्वेषान- 
धीनद्वेषाविषयत्वामिति निष्कृष्टलक्षणम्‌ । द्वेषविषयत्वमात्रोक्ती सर्पादावापि 
द्वेषविषयत्वसत्वाचत्रातिव्याप्िवारणायेतरद्वेपानधीनेति द्वेपाविरोषणम्‌ | 
सर्पजन्यदुःखादो द्वेषात्सरपद्वेष इति सर्पद्वेषस्य सर्पजन्यदुःखद्वेषजन्यत्वा- 
दृन्यद्वेषानधीनद्वेषविषयत्वरूपलक्षणस्य सर्पादावसत्त्वाज्ञातिब्याप्रिः । 
फलेच्छोपायेच्छां प्रति कारणं। अतः फलेच्छावशादुपाये च्छा भवाति | एवं 
फलद्वेषादुपायद्वेषः ॥ 


[ ६८ | 
इच्छा काम; ॥ 

[ ६९ | 
कोधो द्वेषः N | 

[६० | 
कृतिः प्रयत्नः ॥ . 

v? 

विद्ित्षभिजन्यों घमेःः॥। 


पश्न आम मी TT) 


1K inserts wot; after "जन्या | unnecessarily, 
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[ ७२ ] 
निषिद्धकमेजन्यस्त्वधमेः ॥ 
न्या. बो.--धर्माथर्मो निरूपयाति--बिहितेति।वेदाविहितेत्यर्थः। 
निषिद्धेति । वेदानिषिद्धेत्यर्थः ॥ 
| ७३ | 
बुद्धयादयोऽष्टावात्ममात्रविशेषशुणांः ॥ 


[ ७४ | 
बुद्वीच्छाप्रयत्ना द्रिविधाः | नित्या अनित्याश्च । नित्या ईश्व- 
रस्य | अनित्या जीवस्य ॥ 
[ ७५ ] 
संस्कारखिविधः | वेगो भावना, स्थितिस्थापकंश्रेति । वेगः 
पथिव्यादिचतुष्टयमनोटर्तिः । अनुभवजन्या स्पृतिहेतुर्भावनाउत्म- 
UA: | अन्यथा कृतस्य पुनस्तदवस्थापादक॑ः स्थितिस्थापकः 
कटादिपृथिवीडत्तिः ॥ 


त. दी.--संर्कारं विभजते-संस्कार इति । संस्कारत्वजातिमा- 
न्संस्कारः । वेगस्याश्रयमाह--वेग इति । वेगत्वजातिमान्वेगः | भावनां 
लक्षयाति---अनुभवेति । आत्मादावतिव्याप्तिवारणायानु भवेति | अ- 
नुभवध्व॑से5तिव्याप्तिवारणाय स्प्नतीति। | ACT संस्कारजनकत्वं नवी- 
नेरुक्तम्‌॥ स्थितिस्थापकं लक्षयाते--अन्यथेति॥ संख्यादयो५षो नेमि- 
त्तिकद्रवत्ववेगस्थितिस्थापकाः सामान्यगुणाः | अन्ये रूपादयो विशेष- 


विडे बाबा ब च ` चक न ` ए ल eaa न्न ३ षक छ का क_जे ME, 


1 0 and X read आत्मनो विशेषः, | 3 0 K read स्थितस्थापकः, 
and K आत्मनि विशेष; D omits | 4 E J X have वेगाख्यः; DGX 
विशेष: insert साच after सनः. 

2GJ Q UW X omit द्विविधा; | 5 D UJ read तादवस्थ्यापादकः; 0 
and join the two sentences. and Sc. have तदत्स्यापकः. 


ndn 


&o तकेसंग्रह+ [ sect. 75, 


गुणाः । द्रव्यविभाजकोपाधिद्वदयसमानाधिकरणावृत्ति-द्रन्यकर्मावृत्ति-जा- 
तिमच्वं विशेषगुणत्वम ॥ 

न्या. बो.--संस्कारं विभजते--_पंस्कार झति। भावनां लक्षयाति। 
अनुभवेति। अनुभवजन्यत्वे साते स्मुतिहतुत्वं भावनाया लक्षणम्‌ | 
अत्रानुभवजन्यत्वे सतीति विरोषणानुपादाने आत्ममनःसंयागेऽतिऽ्यापि- 
रात्ममनःसंयोगस्य ज्ञानमात्रं प्रत्यसमवायिकारणत्वेन स्मृतिं प्रत्यापि 
कारणत्वादतस्तदुपादानम्‌ | आत्ममनःसंयोगस्यानुभवजन्यत्वाभावान्ना- 
तिन्याप्तिः | तावन्मात्रे कृतेऽनुभवध्वंसेऽतिन्यापिः, ध्वंसं प्रति प्रतियोगिनः 
कारणत्वेनानुभवध्वंसस्याप्यनुभवजन्यत्वात्‌ | अतः स्मृतिहेतुत्वोपादानम्‌। 
अनुभवध्वंसे स्मृतिहेतुत्वाभावान्नातिन्याप्तिः ॥ 

[ ७६ ] 

चलनात्मकं कम | ऊध्वेदेशसंयोगहेतुरुत्सेपणम्‌ | अधोदेश- 
संयोगहेतुरपश्षेपणम्‌ | शरीरसंनिकृएसं योगदेतुराङ्ुञ्चनम्‌ । विधः 
कृष्ठसयोगहेतु; सारणम्‌ | scene गमनस्‌ । पृथिव्यादिचतु- 
एयमनोमात्ररत्ति ॥ 

त. दी.--कर्मणा लक्षणमाह--चलनेति। उत्क्षपणादीनां कार्य 
भेदमाह--ऊध्बेति | शरीरोति। वक्रत्वसंपादकमाकृ AAA । ऋजुता- 
संपादक प्रसारणमित्यर्थः ॥ 

[ ७७ | 


नित्यमेकमनेकानुगत॑ सामान्यं । द्रव्यगुणकमेषृत्ति । तदृद्विविधं 
परापरभदात्‌ | पर सत्ता । अपर द्रव्यत्वादिः ॥ 


1 Instoad of xeu N has | U and W omit tho whole 
sonar. |. adds खुण afier जाते - Bonfouce, 
wa. Other copies omit the | p 4 pa G ix 
word ताता, but wrongly. i eu ary ane Sat 
2 K adds तत्पश्वाविधम. equ परापरभदात. X has 
3 ABDhavezrfgeg.E H J X instead परमाधिकटाने । शपरं 
insert शरीर before fara also equ । H has परमपरं SIG 
in the next senienuc, for परापर aar ७०६०7० gangor 
4 K omits माज; G J १११ कमं कमशाति, A B D E insert जाति; 
after gf, porhaps bettgr, Q hefore gerzan®t, 
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त. दी.--सामान्यं लक्षयाति--नित्यमिति । संयोगादावतिव्या- 
व्िवारणाय नित्यमिति | परमाणपरिमाणादावतिञ्यापतिवारणाय-अने- 
केति | अनुगतत्वं समवितत्वं | तेन नाभावादावतिव्यापिः ॥ 

न्या. बो.--सामान्यं निरूपयति--नित्यमेकभिति । नित्यत्वे 
सत्यनेकसमवेतत्वं सामान्यलक्षणमित्यर्थः । नित्यत्वविशेषणानुपादाने 
संयोगादावतिव्यापिस्तत्राप्यनेकद्रव्यसमवेतत्वस्थ सत्त्वात्‌ तद्वारणाय नि- 
त्यत्वोपादानम्‌। अनेकसमवेतत्वानुपादान आकाशादावतिव्यापिस्तद्वार- 
णायानेकसमवेतत्वविशेषणम्‌ | अनेकत्वानुपादान आकाशगतैकत्वपरि- 
माणादौ जलपरमाणुरूपादौ चातिव्यापतिर्जलादिपरमाणुगतरूपादेराका- 
शगतेकत्वपरिमाणादेनित्यत्वात्समवेतत्वाञ्च | अतोऽनेक इति समवेत- 
विशेषणम्‌ ॥ 

[ ७८ | 
नित्यद्रव्यहत्तयो व्यावतेका विशेषाः ॥ 

ते. दी.---विशेषं लक्षयति--नित्येति ॥ 

न्या. बो.--नित्यद्वव्यवृत्तम इति | नित्यत्रव्येषु परमाण्वादिषु 
वर्तमानाः। अत एव व्यावर्तका इतरभेदानुमितिहेतवः । नित्यद्रब्य- 
ृत्तित्वरूपपक्षधर्मताप्रयोज्येतरभेदानुमापकशालिन इत्यर्थ :॥ ` 


[ ७९ | 
नित्यसंबन्धः समवायः | अयुतसिद्धवृत्तिः | ययोद्रयोमेध्य एकम- 
बिनश्यदप्राश्रितमेवाबतिषठते तावयुतसिद्धौ । यथावयवावयविनो 
गुणगुणिने क्रियाक्रियावन्तो जातिव्यक्ती बिशेषनित्यद्रव्ये चेतिं॥। 


1 N placos this sontonte after tho 
next, omitting आदि. Other 
copios except A J Y omit the 
sentenco altogether, Y omits 
the next sentence. Q aud P 
insert घटात्यन्ताभावो घटाद्यछु- 
गतोप्यसमवेतः ०६०० Wa 
नाभावा . 

The passage is variously read 
by ERVSU and W. Mss. 


CUT परमाणवः आकाशादिपश्चकं 
नित्यद्रव्याणि । 

4 This is a portion of a 
long abstruse passage in W 
not found ın other Mss. 

5 A DB E J omit अविनद्यठ 
which is however necessary. 


to 


6 E GJ only insert यथा, but 


es 


O and V end hero. 
EGIH K add अनंता एव after 
विशेषाः; X adds प्रश्चिव्यादिचतु- 


their reading has been adopted 
as making the sentence more 


, „grammatical, 
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त. दी.-समवायं कक्षयाति--नित्येति । संयरोगेंप्रतिब्याप्तिवार- 
णाय नित्येति | आकाशादावतित्य़ापिवारणाय संबरुध इति । अयु- 
तसिद्वलक्षणमाह~-ययोरिति। नीलो घर इति विशिष्टप्रतीतिर्विशिषण- 
विशष्यसंबन्धविषया पिरिष्टप्रत्ययत्वाद्ण्डीति प्रत्ययवादिति समवाय- 
सिद्धिः | अवयवावयविनाविति। द्रव्यसमवायिकारणमवयवः | तज्ज- 
न्यद्रव्थमवथावि ॥ 


न्या. बो.--समवाचं निरूपयाति--नित्येति | Farad विशिष्ट- 

प्रतीतिनियामकत्वम्‌। तावन्मात्रोक्तो संयोगेऽतिव्यापतिरतो नित्येति ANT- 
ण॑म्‌॥ ययोर्मध्य इति । थन्निष्ठकालनिरोपिताषेयतासामान्थं यदव- 
च्छिन्ने तदुभयान्यतरत्वमयृतसिद्धत्वमित्यर्थः ॥ 

[ ८० ] 

अनादिः सान्तः प्रागभावः। उत्पत्तेः पूर्वं कार्यस्य । सादिरन- 
न्तः edu. । उत्पत्त्यनन्तरं कायस्य । त्रकालिकसंसगावच्छिन्नम- 
तियोगिताकोऽर्षन्ताभावः | यथा भूतले घटो नास्तीति । तादा- 
त्म्यसंबन्धावच्तछिन्रप्रतियोगिताकोन्योन्याभावः | यथा घटः पटो 
न भवतीति ॥ 

त, दी.--प्रागभावं लक्षयाति--अनादिरिति। आकाशावद्तित्या- 
विवारणाय सान्त इति घटादावतिव्यामिवारणाय -अनादिरिति। प्रति- 
यामिसमवायिकारणडृत्तिः प्रतियोगिजनको भविष्यतीति व्यवहारहेतुः 
प्रागभावः ॥ प्रध्वंसं लक्षयाते--सादिरिति । घटादावतिव्यामिवारणाय 
~अनभ्त इति। आकाशादावतिन्यापिवारणाय~सा दि रिति॥ प्रतियोगि- 
अन्यः प्रतियोगिसमवामिकारणवृतिरध्वस्तन्यवहारहेतुर्थ्व॑सः ॥ अत्यन्ता- 
भावे लक्षयति--न्रेकालिकेति ॥ अन्योन्याभावेऽतिश्याप्तिवारणाय सं- 
सर्गावच्छिन्नेति | ध्वंसप्रागभावथोरतिकग्रापिवारणाय तैकालिकेति ॥ 
अन्योन्यामावं लक्षयाति--तादात्म्येति । प्रतियोगितावच्छेद्कारोष्य- 


म कशि बड वहो तेलक PHAD रित) nig d» ५४४७७ ES ied 


1 9 Tand W omit this sentoneo, | 2 Q and U omit wef 
and K. R, omit the next 


^, 


Li 
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संसर्गभेदादेकप्रतिय्रोगिकयोरप्यत्यन्ताभावान्योन्याभावयोर्बहुत्वम्‌ | के- 
वलदेवद्त्ताभावो दृण्ड्यभाव इति प्रतीत्या विशिष्टार्भावः | एकसत्त्वे 
al न स्त इति प्रतीत्या द्वित्वावाच्छिन्नोऽमावः। संयोगसंबन्धेन घटवति 
समवायसंबन्धेन घटाभावः | तत्तद्व्राभावाद्वटत्वावाच्छिन्नप्रतियोणिक- 
सामान्याभावश्चातिरिक्तः ॥ एवमन्योन्याभावोशपि । घटत्वावच्छिन्नः 
पटो नास्तीति व्यािकरणधर्मावच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिताकांभावो नाङ्गीक्रि- 
यते । पटे धटत्वं नास्तीति तस्यार्थः | अतिरिक्तत्वे स केवलान्वयी | 


सामायेकाभावोऽत्यन्ताभाव एव समयाविरेषे प्रतीयमानः | घटाभाव- 
वाति घटानयनेऽत्यन्ताभावस्यान्यत्र गमनाभावेऽप्यप्रतीतेषेडापसरणे साति 
प्रतीतेः । भूतले घटसंयोगप्रागभावप्रध्वंसयोरत्यन्ताभावप्रतीतिनियामक- 
त्वं कल्प्यते | घटवति तत्संयोगप्रागभावप्रध्वंसयोरसत्वादत्यन्ताभाव- 
स्याप्रतीतिः | घटापसरणे च संयोगध्वंससत्त्वात्म्तीतिरिति | केवलाधि- 
करणादेव नास्तीति व्यवहारोपपत्तावभावो न पदार्थान्तरामिति गुरवः । 
तन्न । अभावानङ्कीकारे कैवल्यस्य निर्वक्तुमशक्यत्वात्‌ । अमावाभावो 
भाव एव नातिरिक्तः, अनवस्थाप्रसङ्कात्‌। ध्वंसप्रागभावः प्रागभावध्वंसश्च 
प्रतियोम्येव। अभावाभावोतिरिक्त एव, तृतीयाभावस्थ प्रथमाभावरूप- 
त्वा्ञानवस्थेति नवीनाः ॥ 


न्या.बो.--प्रागभावं निरूपयाति-अनादिरिति। ध्वंसं निरूपयति 
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अ 
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pal 


to 


A/s reading is corrupt and 
makes no senso, The reading 
of J has boon adoptod as the 
most intelligiblo; although 
even with it the passage is 
vague. N F Y Q aud Z agree 
with J but omit आपि; W has 
Rraci for aged, 

The passage seems to have 
been tampered with. The read- 
ing of A J is retained in the 
text, as being most probably 
the original. After qugrara: 


P adds केबलदेवद्त्तसद्धाबेऽपि g- 
प्डाभावे दण्ड्यभावः; all other 
copies read देवदत्ताभावात, and 
some of them omit the follow- 
ing words upto प्रतीत्या, 


3 OLMN Y Z omit the word 


प्रतियोगिताक, which however 
makes no difference of sense as 
both expressions are common. 


4 N F and Q add gà grag: after 


qq, but the words seem to be 


interpolated, 
. 9 
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सादिरिति । अत्यन्ताभावं निरूपयाति--्रैकालिकेति ॥ अन्योन्या- 
भावं निरूपयाति--तादात्म्योति ॥ 


[८१ | 

स्वेषां पदार्थानां यथायथपुक्तेष्वन्तभावात्सप्रैव पदाथा इति 
सिद्धम्‌ ॥ 

त. दी.--ननु प्रमाणनप्रमेय-संशय-प्रयोजन-इष्टान्त-सिद्धान्ता- 
वयव-त्क-निर्णेय-वाद्‌-जल्पनवितण्डा-हेत्वामास-च्छल-जाति-निग्रहस्था- 
नानां तच््वज्ञानान्निश्रेयसाधिगम इति न्यायशाख्रे षोडशपदार्थानामुक्त- 
त्वात्क्रथ॑ WATT आह--सर्वेषामिति । सर्वेषां सस्वेवान्तर्भाव 
इत्यर्थः | 'आत्मशरीरेन्द्रियार्थमनोबुद्धिमवृत्तिदोषभेत्यभावफलदुःखाप- 
वर्गारतु प्रमेयमि’ति द्वादशविधं प्रमेयम्‌ । भवृत्तिर्धर्माधर्मो | रागद्वेषमोहा 
दोषाः। राग इच्छा । द्वेषो मन्युः । मोहः शारीरादावात्मश्रमः | 
प्रत्यभावो मरणम्‌ । फलं भोगः । अपवर्गो मोक्षः । स च स्वसमाना- 
धिकरणदुःखप्रागमाषासमानकालीनदुःखध्वंसः । प्रयोजनं सुखं दुःख 
हानिश्चं | दृष्टान्तो महानसादिः । प्रामाणिकत्वेनाभ्युपगतोऽर्थः fü- 
द्धान्तः । निर्णयो निश्चयः । स च प्रभाणफलम्‌। तच्वबुभुत्सोः कथा वाद: | 
उभयसाधनवती विजिगीषुकथा जल्पः | स्वपक्षस्थापनह्ीना वितण्डा | 
कथा नाम नानावक्तुकः पूर्वोत्तरपक्षप्रातिपादकवाक्यसंदर्भ: | अभिप्रा- 
यान्तरेण प्रयुक्तस्यार्थान्तरे प्रकल्प्य दूषणं छलम्‌। असदुत्तरं जातिः | 
साधर्म्यवेधम्यॉत्कषांपकर्षवण्यावण्योविकल्पसाध्यप्राप्त्यप्रापिपरसङ्कमातिदृ- 
धान्तानुत्पत्तिसंशयप्रकरणहेत्वर्थापत्त्याविशेषोपपत्त्युपलब्ध्यनुपलान्धिनि- 
त्यानित्यकार्याकार्यसमा जातयः । वादिनो ऽपजयहेतुर्नि्रहस्थानम्‌ । प्रति- 
ज्ञाहानिः प्रतिज्ञान्तरं,प्रतिज्ञाविरोधः, परतिज्ञासंन्यासो, हेत्वन्तरम्‌ , अर्था- 


m 000100१ He es map. 9m Wem 


STU and W omit this, ox- | ^ एव, after सर्वेषा; they also 
capt बेकाछिकेति+nd instead insert qw after उक्तेषु, 
of it give aà long passage | 5 me: is the readin 

E go OGI 
which is not found iu other LP Y Z, A has gu दुःखं 


copies. gris which makes no sense, 
2 JE Qand W insert आपि, ६00 ! N roads प्रतिः after इस 


e^ 
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न्तरं, निरर्थकं, अविज्ञातार्थकं, अपार्थकं, अप्राप्तकालं, न्यूनं, आधिक, 
पुनरुक्तं, अननुभाषणं, अज्ञानं, अप्रतिभाविक्षेपः, मतानुज्ञा, पर्यन्‌योज्यो- 
पेक्षणं, निरनुयोज्यानुयोगः, अपसिद्धान्तः, हेत्वाभासश्च, निग्रहस्था- 
नाने । शेषं सुगमम्‌ ॥ 

ननु करतलानलसंयोगे सत्यपि प्रतिबन्धके सति दाहमः,त्पत्तेः शक्ति 
पदार्थान्तरमिति चेन्न । प्रतिबन्धकामावस्य कार्यमात्रे कारणत्वेन शक्ते- 
रनुपयोगात्‌ कारणस्यैव शक्तिपदार्थत्वात्‌ | ननु भस्मादिना कांस्यादौ 
शुद्धिद्शीनादाधेयशक्तिरड़ीकार्येति चेन । भस्मादिसियोगसमानकाली- 
नास्पृश्यस्पशीप्रातियोगिकयावद्‌भावसहितभस्मादिसंयोगध्वंसस्य शुद्धि 
पदार्थत्वात्‌ ॥ 

स्वत्वमापि न पदार्थान्तरम्‌ | यथष्टविनियोगयोग्यत्वस्य स्वत्वरूप- 
स्वात्‌ | तदवच्छेदकं च प्रतिग्रहादिलग्धत्वमेवेति ॥ 

अथ विधिर्निरूप्यते | प्रयनजनकाचिकीर्षाजनकज्ञानविषयो विधिः। 
तत्प्रतिपादृको लिडादिर्वा | कृत्यसाध्ये प्रवृत्यद्शनात्‌ क्ृतिसाध्यता- 
जञानं प्रवर्तकम्‌ । न च विषभक्षणादौ प्रवृत्तिप्रसङ्गः | इष्टसाधनतालि- 
ङृकङ्ृतिसाध्यताज्ञानस्य काम्यस्थले नित्यनेमित्तिकस्थले च विहित- 
कालजीवित्वनिमित्तकज्ञानजन्यस्येवं प्रवर्तकत्वात्‌ | न चाननुगमः स्व- 
विशेषणवत्ताप्रतिसंधानजन्यत्वस्यानुगतत्वादिति गुरवः | तन्न । लाघवेन 
कृतिसाध्येष्टसाधनताज्ञानस्यैव चिकीर्षाद्वारा प्रयत्नजनकत्वात्‌ | न च 
नित्ये इधसाधनत्वाभावादप्रवृत्तिप्रसङ्करतञापि प्रत्यवायपरिहारस्य पाप- 
क्षयस्य च फलत्वकल्पनातू | तस्मात्कृतिसाध्येष्टसाधनत्वमेव लिङायर्थः | 
ननु “ ज्योति्ोमेन स्वर्गकामो यजेत ” इत्यत्र लिङा स्वर्गसाधनकार्य 
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1 G reads छ्ुद्धिदशनात शुद्धिः प- it is superfluous. A P wrongly 


दार्थान्तरमितिचेन्न. ० separate ज्ञान from “साध्यता 
2 A P read प्रत्यवाय for प्रयत्न | and join it to प्रवर्तकस, which 

which is wrong; M has प्रति- makes no sense, 

afer which is probably a mis- | 4 OL MNQY Z put this bos 

take for wate. fore नित्यनेमित्तिक', A and Q 


3 N and Q adds छतिसाध्येभदत्ि- have ज्ञानजन्यत्वस्य;। J is 
दानात after प्रदृत्यवशेनाव, but doubtful. 
t 
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प्रतीयते । यागस्याशुविनाशिनः कालान्तरभाविस्वर्गसाधनत्वायोगात्त- 
योग्यं स्थायिकार्थमपूर्यमेव लिङाद्यर्थः ॥ कार्थं कृतिसाध्यं । कृतेः 
सविषयत्वात्‌ | विषथाकाङ्कायां यागो विषयत्वेनान्वेति | कस्य कार्य- 
मितिं नियोज्याकाङ्कायां स्वर्गकामपदं नियोज्यपरतयान्वेति | कार्म" 
बोद्धा नियोज्यः । तेन ¦ ज्योतिष्ठोमनामकयागाविषयकं स्वर्गकामस्य 
कार्यमिति वाक्यार्थः संपद्यते । वैदिकिलिङत्वात्‌ं “ यावज्जीवमामेहोत्रं 
जुहुयात्‌ ' इति नित्यवाक्येऽप्यपूरवेमेव वाच्यं कल्प्यते | “ आरोग्य- 
कामो भेषजपानं कुर्यात्‌ ? इत्यादौ लोकिकलिङः क्रियाकार्ये लक्षणेति 
चेन्न | यागस्याप्ययोग्यतानिश्चयाभावेन साधनतया प्रतीत्यनन्तरं तन्निवो” 
हार्थमवान्तरब्यापारतया अपूर्वकल्पनात्‌ । कीर्तनादिना5नाशशुतेर्न 
यागध्वंसो व्यापारः | लोकव्यृत्पत्तिबलाकत्क्रियायामेव क्रातिसाध्भेष्टसाध- 
धनत्वं लिङा बोध्यत इति लिङ्त्वेन रूपेण विध्यर्थत्वम्‌। आख्यातत्वेन 
प्रयल्लार्थकत्वम्‌ । पचाति पाकं करोतीति विवरणदर्शनात्‌ किं करोतीति 
प्रश्न पचतीत्यृत्तराज्ञाख्यातस्य प्रयत्नार्थकत्वनिश्चयात्‌ | रथो गच्छती- 
त्यादावनुकूलब्यापारे लक्षणा “देवदत्तः पचति तण्डुलान्देवदत्तेन पच्यते 
तण्डुलः” इत्यत्र कर्तुकर्मणोर्नाख्यातार्थत्वम्‌ किंतु तद्गतेकत्वावीनामेव | 
तयोराक्षेपादेव लाभः । प्रजयतीत्यादो धातोरेव प्रकर्षे शक्तिः | उप” 
सगीणां द्योतकत्वमेव । न तत्र शक्तिरस्ति ॥ 


पदार्थज्ञानस्य परमं प्रयोजनं मोक्षः। तथाहि। “आत्मावाऽरे द्रष्टव्यः 
श्रोतब्यो मन्तव्यो निदिध्यासितव्यः'' इति श्रृत्या श्रवणादीनामात्म- 
साक्षात्कारहेतुत्वबोभनात्‌ । श्रृत्या देहादिविलक्षणात्मज्ञाने सत्यप्यस॑- 
भावनाऽनिवृत्तर्युक्त्यनुसम्धानरूपमननसाध्यत्वात्‌ मननोपयोगिपदार्थ- 
1 AJ Z omit आदि. "erm,  पेदिकालिकृर्थात, all of 
2 A reads wrongly aferaer- which appear to be wrong. 
कार्यमिति for अन्येति कस्य कार्य- | 4 This is the reading of Q; J 


N Y and Z read नाउमा", 


while A 1०३08 क्रीतिमाविशा म 
श्रुतेर्न, both of which make no 
sense; ], M. Pare also corrept, 


मिति. 

8 This is tho reading of J N. A 
P have कैदिकालिडित्यात, L 
बेदिकालिङत्वात्‌। Mene- 


r 
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निरूपणद्वारा शास्रस्यापि मोक्षोपयोगः | तदनन्तरं श्रत्युपविष्योगवि- 
थिना निदिध्यासने कृते तदनन्तरं देहादिविलक्षणात्मसाक्षात्कारे साते 
देहादावहमाभिमानरूपमिथ्याज्ञाननाशे सति दोषाभावात्मवृत्त्ममावे ध- 
र्माधर्मयोरभावाज्जन्माभावे पर्वधर्माधर्मयोरनुभवेन नाशे चरमदुःखध्वंस- 
लक्षणो मोक्षो जायते | ज्ञानमेव मोक्षसाधनं मिथ्याज्ञाननिवृत्तेज्ञनिमात्र- 
साध्यत्वात्‌ ‘ तमेव विदित्वातिम॒त्युमेति नान्यः पन्था विद्यतेऽयनाय 
इति साधनान्तरनिषेधाञ्च । ननु “ तत्मापिहेतुर्विज्ञानं क्म चोक्तं महा- 
मुने ”' इति कर्मणोऽपि मोक्षसाधनत्वस्मरणाण्ज्ञानकर्मगोः समुच्चय इति 
चेन्न । “ नित्यनैमित्तिकैरेव कृवीणो दुरितक्षयम्‌ । ज्ञानं च विमलीकुर्वन- 
भ्यासेन च पाचयेत्‌ | अभ्यासात्पक्कविज्ञानं केवल्ये लभते नरः इत्या- 
दिना कर्मणो ज्ञानसाथनत्वप्रतिपाद्नात्‌ । ज्ञानद्वारेव कभ मोक्षसाधनं न 
साक्षात्‌ | तस्मात्पदार्थज्ञानस्य मोक्षः परमं प्रयोजनमिति सर्व रमणीयम्‌ t 

इति श्रीमद्‌द्वेतविदाचार्य-श्रीमद्राघवसोमयाजिकुलावतंस-श्रीमत्तिरू- 
मलाचार्यवर्यस्थ सूनुनाऽज्ञंभट्ठेन कृता स्वङ्घततर्कसंग्रहस्य दीपिका 
संपूर्णा ॥ 

न्या. बो.--सर्वेषासिति । प्रमाणप्रमेयसंशयप्रयोजनहृष्टान्तसि- 
द्वान्तावयवतर्कनिर्णयवादजल्पवितण्डाहेत्वा मासछलजातिनिग्रहस्थाना- 
नां तच्वज्ञानान्निःश्रेयसाथिगम इति न्यायस्यादिमे सूत्र उक्तानां प्रमाण- 
प्रभेयादीनामित्यर्थः | विस्तरस्त्वन्यत्रानुसंधेयः ॥ 


1 After साक्षात्‌ G V add तदुक्त- U. B omits प्रमाणप्रमेया--र्थ:, 
माचार्येस्तस्मादुपकारक॑ कर्मेति and join उक्तानां to next 
This colophon is found in J sentence. $ and W read the 
alone, and is inserted here be 
cause itis important. It also 
occurs in two other works of 
our author, while S and W add a verse, 


3 This is the reading uf R and which are omited here, 


passage differently, Different 
Mas. give various colophons, 
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काणादन्यायमतयोबोलव्युत्पत्तिसिद्धये । 
अन्नंभट्टेन विदुषा रचितस्तकेसंग्रहः ॥ 


इति श्रीमहामहोपाध्यायाङ्ञं भट्टविरचितः स्वकृतदीपेकया श्रीगोव- 
र्धनकृतन्यायबोधिन्या च समेतस्तर्कसंग्रहः समाप्तः ॥ 


NOTES. 


* Having enshrined the Lord of the universe in my heart, 


and having made a salutation to the pre- 
Opening prayer, ceptor, I compose this Compendium of all 
knowable things for the easy comprehension 

of beginners." 


1. Following the usual orthodox practice, the author 
begins his work with a prayer to the deity and a 
salutation to the preceptor. This aye, say the com- 
mentators, is necessary for the completion of a work, and 
for two reasons; first because it is enjoined by the S’ruti; 
and secondly because its necessity is proved by inference. 
Of course there is no express Vedic text, enjoining the 
मङ्गल, but the existence of such a text can be assumed on 
the authority of good usage ( शिष्टाचार), by the well-known 
rule laid down by Jaimini असति agarana" ‘a S'rutí text is 
to be inferred when an express one is not to be found.’ The 
argument for inferring a S’ruti text on the authority of 
शिष्टाचार is thus stated by T. D.—A wee is an act enjoined 
by the Vedas, because it has always been the object (विषय) of 
uncommon ( अलौकिक ) and unprohibited (afafra) practice 
of wise men, like gsf and other rites. It is obvious that this 
inference is only available for the assumption of a text, 
when the शिष्टाचार happens to be अलौकिक (uncommon or 
sacred ) and अधिगीत (unprohibited ). An अलोकिकशिष्टाचार is 
that which is not रागादिप्राप्त, ८. ¢, caused by our own inclina- 
tions, such asthe ordinary human acts of eating and drinking, 
but which is practised as a duty rather than as a pleasure; 
while it is अविगीत when it is not expressly prohibited by 
& like the performance of a S’rdddha ceremony at 
night. 
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2. The Vedie origin of a ggm having been thus esta- 
blished, the additional inference which proves its necessity 
for the completion of a book is rather of secondary im- 
portance. It is to be admitted however asa श्र॒ुत्युपोद्दलक तर्क, 
un argument supporting the S'ruti. This inference is based 
un our experience that a book is finished when it is com- 
menced with a nyg, and not otherwise. This experience 
however, says an objector, is not invariable. We have 
instances of works which are left unfinished in, spite of 
ample age in the beginning, and also of books that were 
completed without the superfluous aid of a age. The reply 
given to this objection is hardly convincing. It is founded 
on the maxim स्थितस्य mR: समर्थनीया, and can only be justi- 
fied on the supposition that the necessity of wyg has been 
already incontrovertibly proved by the अनुमितश्रुति, and that 
the secondary inference is to be accepted only so far us il 
supports that Srur. The author says that in those casos 
where the books were left unfinished in spite of the mm, 
the obstacles must be supposed to have been too numerous 
to be overcome by the amount of mgg actually made, 
while, in the contrary instances of works completed without 
the aye, we might presume that the author had offered 
the required prayer, either in his previous birth or silently in 
his mind, although he did not insert it in his book. 


9. The second line of the stanza indicates, ws is usually 
done, what are called the four Avwbandhas, 

ele four Aniban qp necessary elements of a literary work. 
These are:—1 विषय (subject matter) 2 प्रयोजन 

( purpose ) 9 संगति (connection ) and + अधिकारी ( person for 
whom the book ix written). The अधिकारी in this case is à बाल, 
i, e. not an infant (स्तनंधय ), but one who is ग्रहणघारणपदु able 
to understand and retain the lessons given by his tutor. 
Two things are necessary for the nequisition of know- 
ledge. a supple understanding ( ग्रहणशक्ति ) aud a retentive 
memory (धारणाशक्ति); aud only he who possesses these 
two qualities is fit to learn this s'2wra. 8. O. would have 


the बाल to be one who is अधीतव्याकरणकाब्यकोशो5नधीतस्पाय- 
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are: 7. 0. one who has mastered grammar, poetry and vo- 
cabulary, but does not know Logic. सुखबोधाय explains the 
purpose ( प्रयोजन ) why a new work like this is undertaken, 
when there were already many ably written treatises on the 
subject. The name तर्कसंग्रह at once explains the subject 
matter ( विषय ), namely ag, us well as its connection with 
the method of treatment adopted in the book (sire). तर्क is 
defined as तर्क्यन्ते प्रतिपायन्त इति तर्काः, द्रव्यादिसप्तपदार्थाः- The word 
तक is employed in Wydyu writings in several different senses, 
but the one intended here is quite unusual. It is rarely met 
with anywhere except in the titles of a few manuals similar 
to the present work, such as err, तर्कभाषा, तर्कबली and 
तकांसूत- संग्रह primarily means a collection but here it signi- 
fies a compendium or brief exposition. T. D. and T. C. de- 
fino it simply संक्षेपेण स्वरूपकथनम्‌. V.V. and S.C. give a 
more elaborate definition, making न संग्रह comprise three 
parts, namely, gitar (simple enumeration ), लक्षण (detini- 
tion) aud परीक्षा (examination or exposition). Tho present hook 
contains all these three. पदार्थेद्देश from Sec. 2 to Sec. 9 
and their लक्षण and परीक्षा together from Sec. 10 to the end. 


4. Hither the passage age कृतेऽपि cte. is corrupt or the 
author has committed a strange solecism. 

A disputed reading. [ have retained the reading of A, because, 
while it is found in most of the copies, it 

is not much worse than the others given by F, Q or N. If 
Kirandvali and Kddamóari are the well-known works of that 
name, they are quite inappropriate as opposite instances of 
the efficacy of aye. Kirandvali, if it be the commentary 
on JPras'eetapida's scholium on the aphorisms of Kandda, 
by the famous logician Uuayandchéryc, is supposed to be 
an unfinished work, said to extend only ag far as the section on 
बुद्धिः but the eight Mss. collected by Pandit Vindhyeshwari 
Prasad Dube for his edition in Benaras Sanskrit Series con- 
tain only the'chapters on द्रव्य and ger. It however begins 
with a myg to the Sun and Creator, and may therefore be a 
fit instance of non-completion in the spite of aye. But Ká- 
dambari too, if if is tho same 88 the well-known work of 
Séyebhatia, romained unfinished, although it opens with no 
less than 20 verses of aya. — Aádgmóari therefore cannot 
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serve as a counter instance of a work completed without a 
agg, unless of course we resort to the two-fold supposition, 
that its completion by the author's son is to be considered 
as wate proper, and that the opening age does not form 
part of the book. The latter supposition is apparontly sup- 
ported by T. D’s subsequent words कादम्बर्यादी अन्थाङ्वहिरेव मङ्गलं 
ea, which are interpreted by some to mean that the age 
verses are outside the book. But the interpretation is not 
approved by Nilakantha who takes the word ayg: to moan 
जन्मान्तरादी. Either therefore the author committed a mis- 
take or he meant some other Kdédambari which is not known 
at present. The difficulty is no doubt removed in M which 
reads Arrear for कादम्बयादी, but the reading is not sup- 
ported by any other copy und is probably an emendation of 
some one who perceived the mistake. The commentator T. 
C. also omits Kdembar!, and mentions in its stead a प्रम्नत्ता- 
afamar. The other readings given in F, Q and N, and 
apparently supported by Vilahkuytha and S. C. are equally 
faulty, since although the solecism as regards Kaddandart is 
removed, a similar one is committed about Arrandvali which 
is neither completed nor is devoid of मङ्गल. T. C. and 8 (i 
avoid the difficulty about K/raptrali by substituting नास्तिक- 
gerat for it. Of course there is the possibility that 
Kiranévali may have been finished by its author and a por- 
tion of itis now lost; but the supposition is improbable, 
and docs not lessen a whit the difticulty as regards the 
actual presence of aye. Sumo have supposed that the 
Kirandvali mentioned hore 18 a नास्तिकग्रन्थ, and not the coms 
mentary of Udayana, but no such work is known. Ju ghort, 
whatever reading we accept, the difficulty created by the 
mention of Kirandvali and Atidamébart as opposite instances 
is insuperable, since both of them, being incomplete in 
spite of a long or short मङ्गलं, are works exactly of the 
same nature. d 
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Secr, IL पदार्थाः 


" There are seren Categories:—Substance, Quality, 

«lection, Generality, Particularity, Co- 

The seven cateyorws, inherence or Intimate relation and Nega- 
tion. ?? 


I. The Dipikd following the etymological sense of the 
word ( पद्स्य wj: ) defines a पदार्थ 88 ‘a thing having a name’ 
( अभिघेयत्वं पदार्थसामान्यलक्षणम ). अर्थ is a thing to which the 
senses travel ( क्रच्छन्तीन्द्रियाणि य सः ) 2. ८. any external object 
which is comprehended by the senses. पदार्थ therefore, 
means any object that is uameable. Other definitions of पदार्थ 
convey the same sense. N. C. defines पदार्थत्वस as Serer, 
while T. C. and S. P. as प्रमितिविषयत्वम, १- ४. any thing which 
ig an object of knowledge. A thing however which is know- 
able must also have a name; and so knowability ( ज्ञेयत्व ) 
and naincability ( आभिषियत्व ) regarded as definitions of पदार्थ 
are interchangeable. The word is invariably used by the 
Vais'eshikas in this composite seuse. 


2. The rendering of the word पदार्थ by ‘category,’ 
though not quite accurate, is convenicnt 

{ristotlo's cateyorws and uselnl for all practical purposes. 
Ballautyne used the word ‘category,’ 

while Colebrook translated पदार्थ by ‘predicament’ ; but both 
renderings are inaccurate, in as much as they imply something * 
which can be predicated of another, while पदार्थ implies not 
only a thing which is predicable of another, but also a thing 
which is capable of having something predicated of it. 
| Categories, especially in the Aristotelian sense, are a classi- 
‘ fication of predicates only, and not an enumeration of all 
nameable things (including both subjects and predicates ) 
as the Padérihas of the Vaeis'es/nkas are. In this respect, 
the classification of the ais'eshikas is superior to that of 
Aristotle. The latter enumerated ten categories, 1 Sub- 
stance, 2 Quantity, 3 Quality, 4 Relation, 5 Place, 6 Time, 
7 Posture, 8 Apportonance or Property, 9 Activity aud 10 
Passivity. Ofthese the last nine only can be properly said 
to be predicable of something else 2, e. substance, but subs 
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stance itself, being assumed to be an ns (Being) indopend- 
ent of all attributes, cannot be predicated of anything. It 
cannot be predicated oven of itself, because in that case it 
will be an attribute and not substance. Thus in including 
substance among the categories Aristotle confounded tho no- 
tion of a predicable with that of a nameable thing ; but Ku- 
nada is not open to the charge in as much as his Dravya is 
a namenble thing, and therefore a Paddrtha. Notwithstand- 
ing this distinction, however, the word .category has been 
employed in so many senses by subsequent European philo- 
sophers that oue is almost justified in using it as an equiva- 
lent of पदार्थ also. In the history of philosophy, the cate- 
gories have been successively a classification of universal 
things, or of words, or of forms of thought; and consequontly 
they have now come to mean simply tho highest classes to 
which all the objects of knowledge can be reduced and iu 
which they can be arrauged in subordination and system. 
In this general sense, 6७१८७६७१७४ Padárthas are as much cate- 
gories as those of Aristotle or of Kant or of Mill; only that 
their number and arrangement would vary according to the 
fundamental principle on which the classification is based, 
and the purpose for which it is intended. The classification 
of Aristotle is mainly logical, that of Aardda metaphysical, 
One concerus with notions and propositions, the other with 
external objects which give riso to those notions, The seven 
Padårthas of the Vais'eshihas can thorefore be easily appor- 
tioned among the categories of Aristotle. Dravye and Guna 
correspond to Substance and Quality, respectively. Aris- 
totle’s Quantity is classed among the Gunas by Kandda, 
Relation is of two kinds: Sanyoga aud Samavdya, the first of 
which isa Guna and the second a distinct Paddriha. The 
remaining categories really fall under relation in its widest 
sense, but some of them are separately recognized by the 
Vais'eshihas. Thus Time and Place are Dravyas. Activity 
is Karma while Passivity is simply negation of it. Proper- 
ty may be Sdmdnya, Vis'eshu, or any common attribute 
called by later Nutydyikas an Upddhi. Lastly Posture js 
संस्थानविशेष and is at best a Gunz, Aristotle does not men- 
tion Addon ot negation as he deals only with Ens or Being. 
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पदार्थत्व to be द्रव्यादिसप्तान्यतमत्यत्णशाए्य- ४. e dhe genus पदार्थ ९७ 
covered by any one of the seven species, Sarya ete; The 
passage, however, beginning with asp is of doubtful authen- 
ticity, as it is questioned by AN rantika, who remarks, eg 
च बहुषु एस्तकेष WHTeTWuemu fau sr ड्रतत्समाधानपरस्थ UD सप्तान्यत- 
मत्वामि त्यादिग्रन्थस्यासस्त्रऽपि न क्षतिरिति ध्येयम 
5. It is probable that the word ‘seven’ is used merely 
to emphasize the seven-fold enumeration 
A quess, of the modern l'ais'esAifas as distinguish- 
ed from the six Padirthas of Kanda and 
the sixteen of Gotama. The original aphorisms of Kanida 
mention only six categories, and the seventh, अभाव, is added 
by commentators on the ground that the six up to समवाय 
being all भाव things, १. e. तर्क necessarily imply their 
contradictory the xon-enfefy. Consequently. many first di- 
vide things into भाव and अभाव, the former being then sube- 
divided iuto six. The sixteen eanteparies al Gotama and 
several others assumed by other Nueydyikas, are reconciled 
with the sevenfold enumeration by T. D, in its eoneludiug 
passage." 


SECT, III. द्रव्याणि. 
६६ Of these seven categowies ( तन्न = मतपदार्थमष्य S. 0.) the 
class Jiraiya comprises nine, and nine 
Substances, only:——Narth, Water, Light, Ain, Ether, 
Time, Space, Noul «ud Mind. 

1. Ont ofthe seven categories enumerated in the pre- 
ceding section, the author now mentions the nine sub- 
divisions of the first, Substance. TLD. |, ९,, T. (|, and S. C. 
give two definitions of gaq, eie. soreram amen and garea 
to which may be added farren and weartrenmers 5 but 
all these, except perhaps the last, are defective. The first 
appears like a purely verbal detinition, ora traism whieh 
teaches us nothing new about the thing defined. N. C. howe 
ever tries to justily it by arguing that geese is independ- 
ontly proved, either by direct perception or by inference. 
The inference is put thus, gcyaiFret समवायिकारणता भा Eer- 
——áe————á 

* P, 6 guyTU. 
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wWiafvgwrn कारणतात्वाइण्डदत्तिकारणताघत, १. ०. the intimate 
causality residing ina J/raiya is distinguished by some 
attribute ( which is the genns Drarya or substantiality ) 
because every causality such as that of a stick has a disting- 
tishing attribute. The argument of course makes two 
assumptions which are not yet proved, viz. that only a 
JDrat ya. tan be an intimate cause, and that such acause must 
have some attribute to distinguish it. The second definition 
is superior though still defective. If we say that a sub- 
stance 18 anything in which qualities reside, we exclude an 
important class of substances, namely all created things just 
at the moment of their production, when according to the 
theory ofthe Narydyhas they are withont anv attribute. 
आश्ये क्षणे निर्गुणं द्रव्यं तिष्ठाति is an axiom of Nydtya, for if the 
quahties are supposed to rise simultaneously with the sub- 
stances and not a moment later, all distinction between 
qualities and substances will virtually disappear. The defi- 
nition युणवत will not therefore apply to Draryas at the first 
moment of their creation and is therefore अव्याप्त- The defect is 
remedied by amplifying it thus, छणसमानाविकरण-सत्तामिन्न-जाति- 
wed द्रव्यत्वस, Although products in the first moment are 
without attributes, they possess even then a जाति (2. ८. द्रव्यत्व 
in this case) which co-exists with qualities in the same sub- 
stratum, But such a definition again would be too wide be- 
cause सत्ता (existence) is also a जाति that is co-oxistent with 
qualities ; hence the word gwan@a is inserted in the defini- 
tion to qualify जाति. This amplification however makes the 
latter definition almost as verbal as the first द्रब्यत्वजातिमत्त्वम; 
only that the word geyeq is avoided. Though thus theoreti- 
cally faulty, the definition is good for all practical pur- 
poses. ° The definition समवायेकारणत्वम is technically correct, 
for only a Dravya can be the समवायिकारण of a product, but 
it is पारिभाषिक as being based on a peculiar doctrine of Vai- 
Seshikas and is not therefore easily intelligible to ordinary 
people. | 

. 2, The difficulty of defining a substance accurately 
arises from its very nature. «A definition which is not to be 
merely verbal must be an exhaustive enumeration of all 
essential attributes: but a substance ex /ypothese is something 

. 
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that, while underlying all attributes, is quite distinct from 
them. Now ir tho qualities which are ennmerated as the defini» 
tion of subst ince are 08301 13119 aud invariably connected with 
it, they are pairt and parcel of substance itself, and not attri- 
butes distinet [rom it; while if they are not so connected 
they do not constituto a definition. This dilemma has per- 
plexed philosophers of all ages and countries, and conse- 
quently many of them, like Berkeley in England and the 
Bauddhas in Indis, have denied any independent entity such 
as a substance altogether. Thisis not a satisfactory solution 
however, as the necessity of having some substratum for the 
qualities still remains. To obviate this, others like the 
Vedantins acknowledge the reality of substance but call its 
manifestition अनिर्वचनीय indefinable or arar. 
3. The propriety of «qw is the same as that of eq in 
the last section, the words being used to 
Why nine. limit the number of substances to nine 
only. T. D. here controverts the posi- 
tion of the Bhatta school of Mimdmsakas that darkness 
is a dravya. Darkness, says the objector, is a substance bos 
canse it is blue and moves, and therefore the definition of 
Dravya, गणक्रियाबत strictly applies to it. 
What 88 darkness. But darkness cannot be classed ander any 
of the nine draryas above enumerated. 
Ag darkness has colour it cannot fall uuder any of the lust 
five, ether, time, spree, soul and mind, which are colourless. 
It is not air because it has neither touch nor constant mo- 
tion which are the attributes of air. It is not light, as it hag 
neither bright colour, nor hot touch, Itis not water be- 
cause it has neither cool touch nor white colour, the colour 
of water. Lastly it is not earth, because it hus neither 
scent nor touch. Darkness therefore, not falling under any 
of the nine draryas, must be regarded usa tenth one, and 
so the restriction to nine is wrong. Having thus stated the 
objectors argument in fnll, T. D. answers it by declaring 
that darkness is, according to the Nalydyikas, merely the 
negation of light, A tenth dravya can be either with or 
without colour; but darkness cannot be tho latter as it is 
blue. Nor can it be a substance having colour, because 


P 
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every such substance requires light for being perceived with 
the eyes, while darkness is perceived only when there is no 
light. Darkness is therefore defined 45 प्रीढप्रकाइतेजःसामान्या- 
भावः ८. e. absence of large and illuminating light in geueral. 
The S. C. explains the propriety of each word in the defini- 
tion thus: The word सामान्य implies that darkness is total 
absence of any light whatever, aud not the absence of a 
particular light such as that of the sun or the moon ora 
lamp. The word प्रकाशक is necessary because otherwise 
there will be no darkness wherever there is gold which is 
classed by Naiydyikas under Tejas. Finally gre excludes 
the possibility of darkness being negatived even by minute 
particles of light. How is then the perception of blne colour 
and motion in darkness to be accounted for? T. D. 
declares it to be a mis-apprehension. Besides the above two 
views with respect to the nature of darkness, MádAaváchárya 
the author of Sarvadars'ana~Sangraha* mentions two more, 
namely those of S'ridAara, the reputed author of JVyáya- 
Kandali and of a section ot Prabhá&ara school of Mimdmsa- 
kas. The first mentions that darkness is nothing more than 
the blue colour imposed on something else, thus making 
darkness a quality only ; while the latter call it absence of 
knowledge of light, aud not that of light itself. A fifth 
doctrine would say that instead of regarding darkness as the 
absence of light we should deem ita «rarya and regard 
light itself as the absence of darkness. But these views are 
not warranted by experience, and tho one propounded above 
as to darkness being the absence of light is the most satis- 
factory. The controversy however well illustrates the apti- 
tude of Indian mind for hair-splitting. 


3. Incidentally T. D. gives under this section the 
three characteristic marks of a perfect de- 

A. definition, finition. *T. D. defines a लक्षण as दृषणत्रय- 
रहितो we: 2. e. an attribute free from the 

three faults. A more Scientific definition of gerer, however, 
is that given by Váésydyana उदिइस्पातश्वविवेचकधर्मो रक्षणम्‌, a 
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* Barve D. B. Cale, ed, pi 108. 
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definition isan attribute which differentiates the definitum 
from all things different from itself.* Tu other words लक्षण 
is what English logicians call a ‘differcutia.? Another defi. 
nition of लक्षण is व्यावर्तकम्‌ which with the qualifications men- 
tioned by P. D. meaus the same thing as the preceding. A 
fourth definition and of a somewhat different kind is असाधा- 
रणधर्मः, and असाधारणत्वम is detincd as लक्षतावच्छेदकसमनियतत्वस 
a characteristic mark which exactly covers all (4. e. not more 
nor less) things denoted by the definitum. ‘From this it will 
be scen that the idea ofa definition entertained by Indian 
lugicians was somewhat narrow. It was not an exclusive 
enumeration ofall the essential characteristics of a thing, but 
only a differentia, or “laying down the bonndry" (ns the 
word definition etymologically means) which separated the 
thing detined from everything else. The fanetion of a defi- 
nition was more negative than positive; that is, a detini- 
tion was more often intended merely to eselude all. things 
other than the defiwtum than to give us any acenrate notion 
of the cdefinitem itself. Accordingly any characteristic that 

as peculiar to the defimtum was made to serve the pnr- 
posc. The consequence was that the doliuitions of the 
Neiydyikas often became merely verbal or. nominal, which 
satistivd tho ear as it were but conveyed no idea of the thing 
defined. द्रव्यत्वजातिमत्त्वस्‌ and प्रथरयवहारकारणसम, which are 
given by slnuemddatia as detinitions of wey and arpe res 
pectively, may be mentioned as instances of this kind ofin- 
consequential definitions. Another device employed to es 
cape difficulties was first to give a wide description of the 
detinitum and then to narrow it down hy the express exelu- 
sion of superiluous objects by using words like इतर or भि 
as for instance, the definition of gre. शब्देतरोद्भृत oto. For 
practical purposes however the definitions of Na/ydyifas are 
generally useful and often ingenions ; aud a student bearing 
the above limitations in mind will eseape the misconeep. 
tions and prejudices that are likely to warisu owing to the 
peculiar form of many definitions he will moet with in the 
course of his study. 
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4. The three faults mentioned in the definition of लक्षण 
given by T. D. are अव्या, अतिव्याप्ति and 
Its three defects असंभव, अव्याति is लक्ष्येकदेशादात्तित्वस्‌ i. e. 
non-pervasion of the characteristic on a 
portion of (the class denoted by) the definitum. For instance, 
if we define a cow as a tawny animal, we exclude all black, 
red or white cows. अतिव्याति is extension of the attribute 
to things not denoted by the defimtum, as when we define a 
cow as à horned animal, and thereby include buffaloes that 
have horns but are not cows. असंभव is the total absence of 
the characteristic on the defimtum itself, as when we define 
a cow to be an animal with uncloven hoofs; Of these असंभव 
is only a kind of अव्यात्ति १० excelsis.’ In short a proper defi- 
nition ought to be neither too narrow, nor too wide, nor 
totally false. «Tf for instance we define a cow to be an ani- 
malhaving a dew-lap, we avoid all the three faults, since 
all cows have dew-laps aud uone but cows have them. It is 
not possible always to have such a perfect definition. 
Annambhaita often employs simple enumeration instead of a 
regular definition; and when even this is not possible he 
contents himself with an approximate description. For 
examples of the first see Sects. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 9, while for 
the latter see Secis. 8, 11, 12, 20, 25-32. Such enumera- 
tions or descriptions, besides, are better suited to the un- 
trained understandings of the begiuners for whom this trea- 
tise is mainly written. The author has wisely relegated all 
abstruse definitions and discussions to the commentary. 


. SECT. IV. झुणाः 


« There are hbenty-four qualities, viz. colour, taste, odour, 

touch, number, dimension or magnitude, Seve- 

Qualities,  rality, conjunction or contact, disjunction, 

priority or propinquity, posteriority or remote- 

ness, weight, fluigity, viscidity, sound,intellect or understanding, 

pleasure, pain, dire, aversion, efort or volition, merit, demerit 
and faculty.” 
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The T. D. defines a Glave 8४ गुणव्वजातिमान, possessing the 


genus Gum, or ठव्यकमीभिन्नत्वे सति सामान्यवान 
Quality defn «f. * possessing generality and being at the 


same time diferent from substances and 
molons.” "The first, is only a verbal definition, but the latter 
needs explanation. According to the theory of the Nazyá- 
५408, ' जाति or साभान्य resides in three Paddrthas only, viz. 
Drarya, Guna and Karma. The definition सामान्यवठ would 
therefore cover all the threc, and hence itis restricted to 
Guna by expressly excluding Dravya and Karma. The 
same is expressed in another way as द्रव्याद्याति-नित्यद्वात्ति-जातिमान 
i, €. possessing a जाति which permanently inheres in a re- 
ceptacle other than a Drarya. Here the word नित्य excludes 
कर्मजातं Which, like individual motions, is transitory; while 
the epithet azur excludes both genea and सत्ता. The defi- 
nition of Gua given in B. P. is fuller, अथ द्रव्याश्रिता Rar निर्गुणा 
निष्क्रिया arum i e Guns reside in dravyas and are them- 
selves devoid of attributes and motions. This slightly 
varies from the original definition of A«sdda, which is geat- 
samaa संयोगयिभामेष्यकारणमनपेक्ष दाते खणलक्षणस The ex- 
pression संयागविभागिष्यकारणम isadded inthe Naw to exclude 
Karma which is bho cause of conjunction and disjunction. 
3. Comparing the several delinitions of Gara, we tind 
that it is clearly distinguished from Aray- 
Gue dishing ded ye as ah attribute dependent on something 
from = Dewey aud A : : हि 
Karmu else १, e. dranya, which is self-supported, 
While it is distinguishable from Aarna, 
as an attribute which is fixed or permanent, and not evang- 
8607 or transitory. Both Gune nul Karma, quality nud 
motion, are accidents attaching to Substance, the Was, whieh 
underlies and supports them 3 but Guna is permanent, while 
Karma is ceanescent. They are aus il were two different 
phases of the same phenomena. (unn in the process of 
change is action, while ferme when made fixed and perma- 
nent becomes a guna. For instance, the motion of 
carriage is action becanse it may cease at any moment, but 
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the motions of the earth and the planets are gunas because 
they are permanent and belong as it were to their very 
nature; Similarly heat which is Gunais produced by mo- 
tion of molecules, while gge or weight produces the action of 
falling. This distinction is succinctly put in one of the 
definitions of Guna given above, दव्यादात्ते-नित्यवृत्ति-नातिमान', 
and will be made still more clear by the following extract 
—'*We understand by a quality that which truly constitutes 
the nature ofa thing—what it is—what belongs to it per- 
manently, as an individual, or in common with others like 
it—not that which passes, which vanishes and answers to 
no lasting judgment. A body falls: it jsa fact, an acci- 
dent; itis heavy: that is a quality. Every fact, every acci- 
, dent, every phenomenon supposesa guatity by which it is 
produced, or by which itis undergone; and reciprocally 
every quality of things which we know hy experience mani- 
fests itself by certain modes or certain phenomena; for 
it is precisely in this way that things discover themselves 
to us.’’* 


Tt is doubtful whether the Nrydéystas of India had ob- 
tained a correct notion of qualifies, while as to actions they 
do not seem to have gone very deep into the matter. The 
list of 24 gunas is by no means based. on a common funda- 
mentum divisionis, while subsequently there is no attempt 
to probe into the real nature of cach. 


3. The Tarka-Sanyraha like all modern works on 
Nyfya enumerates twenty-four Gunas, but 

Number of qualities the original aphorism of Kandda mentioned 
only sevenieon. The Sera rnns:—eqreq- 

गन्धस्पर्शा) सङ्ख्याः परिमाणानि प्रथकत्वं संयोगतिभागी परत्वापरत्वे बुद्धयः 
सखदुःखे इच्छदिषी प्रयत्नाश्च uet To this list commentators 
add seven more, meer aaea सुनेह संस्कार धर्म अधर्म and sper, under 
the shelter of «v. S‘athara Mis'ra, tho author of Upaskara 
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explains the omission by saying that these sevon are not 
expressly moutioued in the Shira because they aro too well- 
known. The addition is expressly mado hy Pras'astapáda.t 
It cannot at present be ascertained who had the ingenuity 
of first discovering this hidden meaning of xp; but the fact 
at any rate shows that thore wasatime when the system 
was sufficiently elastic to admit material improvements. 
The modern school of Nazyiyikas reduce the number of 
gunas to 21, excluding परत्ब अपरत्व and yara as being not 
gunas proper. परत्व and अपरत्व, they say are accounted for 


by sera and सोनिकृष्टत्व or ज्येष्ठत्व and कानिष्ठत्व, while yaga 
does not differ from अन्योन्याभाव 


4. Others have tried to increase the number of gunas 
by further additions. T. D. instances 3 gunas Which 
are not expressly mentioned in the list, viz. लघुत्व, gar and 
sam, while S. ©, adds a fourth आलस्य, These, however, 
it is argued, need not be considered as separate Gunes, as all 
of them are nogalions or coutradictories of some one of 
the 24 gunas. Thus लघुत्व is nothing but the negation of 
युरुत्व, while ager aud काठिन्य are simply different degroos of 
संयोग. आलस्य is the opposite of प्रयत्न... In this wily any 
quality not mentioned in the list ean be shown to fall under 
one of those already mentioned. On the other haud, if it 
be, asked why both चर्म and अधर्म are mentioned since the 
latter can only be the opposite of the former, it is answered 
that the Nadyiyhka idea of अधर्म is that of something posi- 
tive, and not simply the nogation of a. अधर्म is actual 
demerit and not the mere absence of mort. The same 
romark applies to three other pairs of contrary qualities, 
संयोग विभाग, परत्व' अपरत्व, and सुख दुःख. Logieally speaking, 
these are the contraries and not the contradictories of oath 
other. Some include both भ्म and अधर्म under one head 
अदृष्टः" 
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5. The explanations are no doubt ingenious but there 
appears to be a good deal of confusion of 
Heamnessand ight ‘ideas, In saying that eweq (lightness) is 
mes the opposite of mem, Annambhatia seems 
to confound the two senses of the word युरुत्व, vz., * heavi- 
ness’ and ‘weight’. wga is opposed to aeeq in the first 
sense alone, while in the latter and the wider sense, namely 
weight, it ıs only a lesser degree of aga, both lightness and 
heaviness marking different degrees of weight. Similarly 
gga and pama or either of them are also entitled to 
be classed independent qualities like sqeq, for all the three are 
differentdegreesofziqprof particles. आलस्य being identical 
with स्थितिस्थापकत्व or inerta is a positive quality and not merely 
a negation of effort. The nine qualities from af& onwards are 
peculiar atiributes or functions of Souland ought to have been 
classed separately. The enumeration of gunas in fact is 
rather rough and unscientific. 


G. The twenty-four gunas have been distributed in 

various ways according to the different 

Classtfuation of principles of division adopted. The gunas 

हार are either नित्य or अनित्य, सामान्य or विशेष, 

एकान्द्रिययाह्य, हीन्द्रिययाह्मय Or अतीन्द्रिय, and soon. Some of these 

distributions are given below, as likely to be useful to stu- 
dents :— 


* Y First, the twenty-four gunas are distributed among 
the nine substances in the following manner :— 


स्पर्शादयो5छी वेगाख्यसंस्कारो मरुतो गणाः । 
अष्टौ स्पर्शादयों रूपं द्रवो वेगश्च तेजसि ॥ 
स्पर्शादयो 5थी वेगश्च meet च AAEN | 
रूपं रसस्तथा स्नेहो बारिण्येते चतुर्दश ॥ 
स्नेहहीना गन्धयुताः क्षितावेते चतुर्दश । 
बुद्ध्यादिषु, मंख्यादिपश्चकं भावना तथा ॥ 
घर्माधर्मो गुणा एते आत्मनः स्युश्चतुर्दश । 
संख्यादिपश्चकं काळदिशोः शब्द्श्व ते च खे ॥ 
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संख्यादयः पञ्च घुद्धिरिच्छा rars चेश्वरे । 
परापरत्वसेख्याया: पञ्च वेगश्च मानसे" ॥ 


"The qualities of air are touch, number, quantity (dis 
mension), individuality (severality), conjunction, disjunction, 
priority, posteriority, velocity and faculty. Tho samo first 
eight qualities together with colour, fluidity and velocity, 
are assigned to light. 

«Water is the site of 14 qualities, 7४२, of the eight bo~ 
fore mentioned (2. e. स्पर्शादि), and further, of velocity, gravi- 
ty, fluidity, colour, taste and viscidity. 

“Earth has the same qualities, with tho exception of 
viscidity, and the addition of smell. 


“The 14 qualities of the soul are intellect, pleunuro, 
pain, desire, aversion, volition (effort), number, quantity 
(dimension), severality, conjunction and disjunction, faculty, 
merit, and demerit. 


“The qualities of time and place are number, quantity 
(dimension), severality, conjunetion, and dispinetion. The 
same qualities together with sound belong to ether. 


“Those five qualities (संख्या, परिमाण, TAFET, संयोग, und 
विभाग) together with intellect, desire, and volition (effort), 
are sited in God ; the same five qualities with postoriority 
and velocity, in the mind.” t} 


IY. Gunes are also divided into सामान्य and विशेष, 4 
विशेष यण is defined द्रब्यविभाजकोपाधिद्यसमानाधिकरणारानि-गुणरास- 
जातिमान which in sinple English: means a quality that ro- 
sides in one substance only at one time, and not iu two or 
moro substances conjoinily. सामान्य gusas aro thoso which 
roside in two or more substances jointly. Tho विशेष and 
सामान्य gunas aro oriumerated as follow s~ 


बुद्धचादिपदूं स्पर्शान्ताः स्नेहः सांसिद्धिको द्रवः । 
अदृष्टभावनारान्दा अमी वैशेषिका गुणाः ॥ 
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७ p. P. 23—33. 
t Roer's translation of B. P. Bibl, Iud, p. 18. 
tT. D, p. 60 Supra. 
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संख्यादिरपरत्वान्तो द्रवः सांसिद्धिकस्तथा । 
saait सामान्यगुणा एते प्रकीतिताः ॥? 


«Special qualities are: intellect, pleasure, pain, desire, 
aversion, effort, touch, viscidity, natural fluidity, fate, me- 
mory and sound. General qualities are: number, quantity 
(dimension), severality, conjunctionand disjunction, priority 
and posteriority, derived fluidity, gravity, and velocity.” f 


III. Gunas are also divided into those which are ap- 
prehended by one external sense only ( पुकेन्द्रिययाह्म;), ०2. 
colour, taste, odour, and touch ; those which are apprehend- 
ed by two senses, eye and touch ( हीस्दरिययाह्य ), viz. number, 
dimension, severality, conjunction, disjunction, priority, pos- 
teriority, fluidity and viscidity ; and those again“ which are 
not perceived by any external sonse ( अतीन्द्रिय ), viz. gravity 
merit, demerit and faculty. 


For other classifications seo M. M. Bhimacharya’s 
JNyáya-Ko$a (second edition) pp. 232-4, and Bhdshd-Par- 
chehheda, 85-97, 


inline tac nettles ct TEENS 


Spor. V. कमोणि, 


Motion or Action es of five hinds only, viz. tossing or 

throwing upwards, Dropping or throwing 

Motion downwards, Contraction, Expansion and 
Going or Motion in general. 

1. The division of Karma is in strict conformity with 
the aphorism of Kundda.t The T. D., as in the case of 
Guna, offers two definitions of Aurma also, of which the 
first संयोगाभिन्नत्वे साते संयोगासमवायिकारणम्‌ iga real one. Mo- 
tionis the non-intimate cause of conjunction, but is not 
itself conjunction. The meaning of असमवायिकरण will be 
explained later on; it is sufficient to note here that only 
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# B, P. 99—91. 
T Roer’s Translation of B. P. Bib, Ind. p. 53. 
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karma and some guans can ever be the non-intimate causos 
of dravyas or gunas. Karma is supposed to be the non-inti- 
mate cause of conjunction, as when a hand touches a book 
the motion of the hand is such a cause of the conjunction of 
the hand with the book. But sometimes one conjunction 
is the non-intimate cause of another eonjunetion, as for in- 
stance, the conjunction of the hand with the book is the 
non-intimate cause of the connection o£ the whole body 
with the book. This conjunction therefore is expressly 
excluded by the words संयोगभिन्नत्वे साति. 


2. The definition of Karma givenin Nanida’s satra, 
is more elaborate though esseutially the 
Uther definitions, same. एकद्रव्यमयणं संयोगाबिभागेष्बनपेक्षकारण- 
मिति कर्मलक्षणम means that action iuheres 
in one substance, butis not a quality, and is the direct 
and immediate cause of conjunction aud dispnellon. The 
first two epithets exclude अब्याचे द्रब्य and some qualitios like 
संयोग, while the last 18 practically dential with संयागासमबायि- 
कारण of T. D. Sankara Misra mentions several other detini- 
tions of Arma in his Commentary on V. 8. E, 1, 17 (Cale. 
ed. p. 35). The only one whieh is worth noting is नित्यावृत्ति- 
सत्तासाक्षाह्याप्य-नातिमत्त्वस, Which means that कर्मत्यनाति resides 
in a thing (कर्म) which is never permanent. The wider 
genus wat resides in gar, गुण and कर्म of which the former 
two are sometimes नित्य: but कर्म is never नित्य, as it js 
always transitory. Barma is said to last only for tive mo- 
ments, t and so कर्मत्वजाति is said to be नित्याराते. 


9. The division of Kurma into five kinds dues not 
appear to be very logical. If all miscellaneous motions 
such ay gyration (अमण), evacuation (सचन), flow (स्यन्दन), 
flaming up (ऊ्ध्वज्ब॑ळन) and slanting motion (तिर्यग्गमन) are to 
be classed under simple going (गमन), why cannot, it may be 
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asked, gearqor and the other three also be similarly inclu- 
ded under it? Nilakantha justifies this arbitrary division on 
the quaint but easily comprehensible ground that it would be 
sacrilegious on our part to question what is laid down by a 
free-willed sage like Kandda (नचोत्झेपणादीनां गमनेऽन्तभीवोऽस्त्बिति 
शंकनीयम । स्वतंत्रेच्छस्पथ नियोगपर्यनुयोगानईस्य कषेः संमतत्वादिति भावः) 
A closer inspection, however, might reveal some sort of 
principle even in this arbitrary division. Motion is prim~ 
arily divided into three kinds according to its direction, 
namely, vertical, horizontal and slanting or miscellaneous. 
The vertical motion may be from below upwards (उत्क्षेपण), 
or from above downwards (aquo). Horizontal motion 
also may be twofold, motion nearer to oneself (angaa) or 
motion further from oneself (प्रसारण), All other motions 
are relegated to the comprehensive class of गमन. It is not 
of courge meant that the above groups exactly correspond 
to the ordinary conceptions of उत्क्षेपण etc. ; but that some 
such principle was in the mind ofthe Sütra&ira when he 
made the division seems to be highly prohable. 


Fein esa d. PEINTURES 


Secr. VI, amaran, 


Genus or Generality is of two kinds, wider or extenswe 
and narrower or lmnited. 


1. In Section LXXVII Annambhatta defines सामान्य as 
नित्यमेकमनेकामुगतम्‌, and adds that this qtr- 

Generality मान्य resides in Dravya, Guna and Karma. 

i There are three characteristics of generality: 
that litis eternal, 2 it is one, and 3it resides in many. 


Conjunetion and some other qualities such as facarfededr 
reside in many, but they are not eternal, and therefore the 
word नित्य in the definition of सामान्य excludes them. The 
dimension of an atom is both eternal (for atom is eternal) 
and resides in many; but it is not one residing in many 
, (पकमनेकाइगत) and hence the word qua, 'अत्यस्ताभाव however 
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is eternal, one and residing in many. Therefore the word aq- 
गतम्‌ is interpreted as समवेतस Or समवायसंबन्धेन वर्तमानम्‌ thereby 
excluding negation which does not reside in things by ini- 
mate union, while सामान्य does. The word Genus is a conve- 
nient rendering of सामान्य as Ballantyne and others have 
adopted it, although itis not quite accurate. Genus may 
perhaps be a more appropriate rendering of ज्ञाति. Genus in 
English not only means the common characteristic residing 
in several individuals, but comprehends the individuals also, 
while सामान्य or ज्ञाति denotes only the common characteris- 
tic. Genus is a class, सामान्य or जाते is the common attri- 
bute which distinguishes that class. Other definitions of सामान्य 
are, नित्यत्वे सत्यनेकसमवेतत्वस्‌ and नित्यत्वे सति स्वाश्रयान्योन्याभाव- 
समानाधिकरण which are however not as good as that given 
by T. D. But they all imply that सामान्य was conceived by 
later Naiydyekas to be some attribute having a real external 
existence in the individual objects comprised init. The 
original aphorism of Aandde is ambiguous and conveys a 
somewhat different notion. सामान्यं विशेष इति बुद्धयपेक्षम्‌ conveys 
the sense that the notion of generality depends on the ope- 
ration of our own intellect. A quality becomes a सामान्य 
only if we conceive it as residing in many; while the same 
is feary when we regard it asa differentia. A property for 
instance exists in a certain number of objects, which are so 
far of one kind ; if we use the property for grouping those 
objects into one class, it is सासाल्य, 1f for distinguishing them 
from all other objects in the world, it is fqüpr. Thus an 
attribute, though inhering in the object, cannot become a 
सासान्य until our intellect has recognised it to be so. As 
long, for example, as I have seen only one elephant and do 
not know that there are others of the same kind, the genus 
elephant does not exist, at least so far as I am concerned. 
Similarly the same attribute, e. g. qzeq, is सामान्य if regarded 
as residing in all pots, and isa विशेष if regarded ag distin- 
guishing pots from other things. Such seems to have been 
the original conception, but subsequently सामान्य appears to 
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have come to be regarded as an attribute having an absolute 
and not merely a relative existence externally. 


2. In later times सामान्य came to be used synony- 
mously with जाति, and was given an 
VünwtiesofSümenys independent and eternal existence apart 
from the individual objects. This will be 
clearly seen from the various divisions of सामान्य. Annam- 
Bhatia, following the commentators on Kandda’s aphorisms 
divides सामान्य into पर and अपर, higher or extensive and lower 
or non-extensive. The instances are सत्ता (existence) and 
gega ( Substantiality ) respectively. Of course the terms पर 
and अपर are relative only, the same attribute sse for in- 
stance being अपर with respect to war and पर with respect to 
qaa. Some other writers make a threefold division of 
सामान्य, The T. A. for example divides सामान्य into व्यापक 
(widest) e. 9. सत्ता, व्याप्य (narrowest, ) ८. g. घटत्व and व्याप्य- 
व्यापक (middle) e. g. gewa. This division obviously regards 
the common characteristic as existing in itself and absol- 
utely, while the former two-fold division only sought to fix 
its relative extent as compared with higher or lower gener- 
alities. द्रव्यत्व can be sometimes पर and sometimes अपर, but 
सत्ता must always be व्यापक, and द्रव्यत्व only व्याप्यव्यापक, The 
terms in the former division were relative ; in the latter they 
are absolute. This is not the place to discuss which division 
is more consonant, with reason, but it may be noted that the 
latter though apparently simple is beset with difficulties 
from which the former is free. Annambhatia therefore was 
justified in disapproving of the threefold division, if we may 
accept the interpretation of the word शते after परमपरं = as 
given by V. V., which remarks ec(asrerer स्वसमाभिवष्याहत-पदार्थ- 
तावख्छेदक-परत्यापरत्वरूप-दिप्रकारुवत्सासान्यामाते वाक्यार्थः" 


9. सामान्य is again divided into two sorts, अखण्ड' and सखण्ड, 
The first is otherwise called ज्ञाति and is de- 

Jütiand Upadh. fined as साक्षात्सम्बद्धं सामान्यम्‌, that which is 
directly connected with the thing such as 

weary mA etc. The second is ०५1189 उपाधि and is defined as 
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परंपरया सम्बद्धमू, indirectly or mediately connected with the 
object, such as प्रमेयत्व दण्डित्व etc. Every common characte- 
“istic does not constitute a já4. A number of persons might 
oe blind or lame or black, but blindness lameness or black- 
ness does not constitute an independent class. The circum- 
stances which prevent a common characteristic from be- 
coming a Játi are summed up in the following verse of 
Udayanáchárya:— 


व्यक्तेरभेद्स्तुल्यत्वं सङ्रोऽथानवस्थितिः । 
रूपहानिरसम्बन्धो जातिबाधकसडङ्यहः ॥ 


The circumstances that prevent generality from becoming 
a class are six: (1) Unity of the object, e. g. the sky being 
one all-pervading thing, there is no 1668 as amera; (2) 
Identity of things though the names be different, e. g, wear 
and कलछशत्व are not different 16608 as both words denote the 
same thing; (3) Cross-division, e. g. waex and ager are not 
Játis as they constitute cross-divisions, आकाश being we and 
not मूर्त, and mag being af but not za, while the remaining 
four, पृथ्वी, sm, तेजस and arg, being both भूत and qd; (4) 
Want of finality, e. g. játi itself cannot have jdt on it, for in 
that case, there being jdt: over 766 ad infülitum, there will 
be no finality; (5) Violation of essence, e. g. the Viseshas 
( particularities), though innumerable, cannot have a ját: 
विशेषत्व on them, because by hypothesis they are essentially 
opposed to the conception of 45; (6) Lastly, want of pro- 
per connection prevents 762, e. g. समवायत्व cannot be a 76/2 
because, as every 146४ rests on its आश्रय by समवायसम्बन्ध) there 
cannot be a समबाय on समवाय, and समवायत्व, if accepted as a 
468, cannot have any connection with its आश्रय. All these 
therefore are mere U'pádAis. The student will now be able 
to understand Annambhatia’s remark that सामान्य, or more 
properly its one variety the 7668, pan rest on Dravya, Guna 
and Karma only, and cannot rest on the last four Padérthas 
Even amongst the first three there are many things that 
cannot have जाते, such as ether, time and space. It will be seen 
from the above that उपाधि is any characteristic which be- 
longs to several individuals, while जाते is only a particular 
r kind of them, falfilling certain conditions necessary to congti- 
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tute a proper class. These conditions are implied by their 
opposites in Udayana’s verse quoted above. If you take a 
hundred persons you can arrange them in various groups, as 
for instance by their nationality, or the language they speak, 
or the complexion of their body, or by their education. But 
each of these groups eannot constitute a class, for in that 
case there will be the absurdity of one person belonging to 
several classes, and all notions of genus and species will be 
confounded. Human being is a class because we can at once 
recognize certain well-marked characteristics which clearly 
distinguish human beings from all other animals; but black- 
ness cannot be a class, for if ıt be so we shall have to group 
black men in the same class as black sheep or black stones. 
This distinction between an@ and उपाधि is very important 
and is one of the subtlest discovered by Indian logiciaus. 


Sect. VIL विदोषाः. 


The Indvidualitees or Purteularities residing in eternal 
things are innumerable. 


1. The idea of विहोष, particularity, (called अन्त्याबिदोष by 
Kanda) is a counterpart of that of सामान्य 
Particularity. ( generality ), asthe one necessarily implies 
the other. In Sect. LXXVIII, Annam- 
bhatia defines fare as residing in eternal substance and serv- 
ingthe purpose of distinguishing them from each other, while 
this section further tells us that those particularities are in- 
numerable, one being assigned to cach eternal substance. A 
more accurate definition of fqar is स्वतो व्यावर्तकत्वम्‌, that which 
distinguishes self from itself. The peculiarity of a Ves'esha 
is that it performs the double function of differentiating one 
eternal substance from all others, and also that of different- 
isting itself from other Viseshas and everything else. The 
latter assumption is necessary, because otherwise we shall 
have to suppose & second Visesha over the first to differenti- 
ate it from others and so on ad infinitum. 
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2 The eternal substances in which Viieshas inhere are the 
atoms of the first four substances, earth, water, light and air, 


together with the remaining five substances, ether, time, 
space, soul, and mind. 


3. Other definitions of Visesha are ज्ञातिरहितत्वे सति नित्यद्रव्यमा- 
sau, एकमात्रसमवेतत्वे साते सामान्यशून्य: and अत्यन्तव्यादत्तिहेहुः, all 
of which amount to the same thing, namely, that Vesesha is 
a padártha assumed to account for the difference of atoms 
and other eternal substances from one another. The neces- 
sity of this assumption is established by S. C. thus:—** घढा- 
दीनां कपालसमवेतत्वादिकं पटादिभेदकमस्ति, परमाणूनां ठु परस्परभेदर्क न 
किञ्चिदस्त्यतोऽनायत्या विशेष आश्रयितव्यः ” A jar is distinguished 
from a piece of cloth because the component parts vf the 
first are distinct from those of the latter ( अवयवभेदादवयाविमिद्‌ः), 
and so on we may argue until we arrive at the ultimate con- 
stituents of matter, namely the atoms. But as an atom has 
no parts, we cannot account for the distinction of one atom 
from another by the same process of reasoning. Similarly 
we cannot account for the mutual distinction of other imper- 
ishable substances such as ether, time and space. There is 
therefore no help (अनायत्या of S. C. ) but to assume a separate 
individuality in each of these substances to account for its 
distinctive character. This individuality is called the fa&r« of 
that substance, and they are as innumerable as the atoms and 
other eternal substances. It isnot right to translate this 
बिशेष by ‘ difference ’ or * differentia,’ because the latter words 
denote the special characteristics of a species as distinguish~ 
ed from genus, while Rity concerns the individual only.* 


4. This doctrine of विशेष is supposed to be a peculiar tenet 
- invented by the VaisesAikas, and one from 

recog feed " which they derive their appellation ; but it 
18 singular that the original aphorisms of 


Kanáda do not give much prominence to it. It is referred to 


* See Bain's Deductive Logic p. 73. 


8HOT. vir. | Notes. 98 


only incidentally as it were, in the Stra अन्यचान्त्येभ्यो विशेषे»्य: 
which, while treating of सामान्य, distinguishes its occasional 
बिहोषस्व† from the well-known ultimate Voseshas, that are 
called final, because they reside in the final atoms of matter. 
On this bare reference the commentator Prasastapáda founds 
the theory of बिक्षेष which is however wholly repudiated by 
many of the modern Narydy:kus who are otherwise followers 
ofthe Varseshika school. -They argue that, granting that 
Viseshas are necessary to distinguish individual atoms, there 
must be something else to distinguish the Vrseshas them- 
selves from one another. -If however it is said that the latter 
function is done by the Viseshas themselves by some peculiar 
inherent faculty, why notthen attribute this inherent faculty 
to the atoms themselves. Ifyou have to bring in the inhe- 
rent faculty somewhere, why not suppose it in the individual 
atom itself and discard the superfluous Vises altogether, 
rather than first attribute a }sesha to the atom and then at- 
tribute the inherent faculty of self-distinetion to the Visesha? 
The argument is irresistible but nota new one.  Pra$asta- 
pada the oldest known commentator on Vaijesh/fa Sütra 
already anticipates and answers it thus:—‘agrar विशेषोष्विय 
परमाणुषु कस्मान्न स्वतः प्रत्ययव्याइत्तिः प्रत्यभिज्ञानं वा कल्प्यत इति War, 
तादात्म्यात्‌ | इह तादात्म्यनिमित्तप्रत्ययो भवति, यथा घटादिषु प्रदीपात्‌ । न तु 
प्रदीपे प्रदीपात्‌ । यथा च श्वमांसादीनां स्वत waged तयोगाद्‌न्येषां 
तथेहापि तादात्म्यादभ्त्याविहोषेषु स्वत एव प्रत्ययव्यादृत्तिस्तयोगात्परमाण्यादि- 
ferre-t The answer however is hardly satisfactory. ~It is of 
course scarcely needful to say that the doctrine of 1752870618 
not accepted by other Indian schools of philosophy such as 
the modern Naiyáyikas, the two sections of the Mimâmsakas, 
namely, the Bhdttas and the Prddhdkaras, and the Veddutins. 


POM 


Aa ea रम नामा faa IIIT RT mto an 


V. S. I, 2, 6. 
t See V. B. 1, 2, 3, and our Note under Sect. VI. on p. 90 Supra, 
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Sger. VIII. समवाय! 
Intimate Onion ts one only. 


1. समबाय etymologically means the act of coming together 
closely, and is therefore used to denote a 

Intimate Union kind of‘ intimate union’ between tw o things 
which are thereby rendered inseparable so 

that thes cannot be separated without themselves being 
destroyed. Itis therefore more appropriate to translate 
समवाय by ` intimate union’ rather than by co-inherance as 
Ballantyne has done. -ltxnambhatia defines समवाय im Sect. 
79 as ‘° a permanent connection existing between two things 
that are always found inseparable.” The समवाय is called नित्य- 
सम्बन्ध in contiadistinction to संयोग which is a guna and is 
always afaar. The expression अयुतसिद्ध denotes things one 
of which is always dependent on the other, as the jar on its 
components 01 the quality on the substance. अयुतासेद्ध is the 
opposite of gafee which may be taken to mean either *prov- 
ed to be joined’ or * proved to be separated,’ according as we 
take the verb यु iu the sense of * to join’ or * to separate.’ In 
either case the meaning of युतसिद्ध is the same. In the first 
sense युतसिद्ध means things which are proved to have been 
actually joined and therefore which must have once existed 
in a state of separation, while in the latter sense qatg 
simply denotes things which are proved to have once been 
separated. Those things therefore which are not thus proved, 
that is, which have never existed in a separate condition are 
अयुतसिद्ध, The two halves of a jar were separate before they 
were joined together; their connection therefore is संयोग which 
can be destroyed at any moment by separating them again. 
But the jar never existed and can never exist separately from 
the two halves; the connection of the jar with the halves is 
therefore maara. These अयुतसिद्ध things are limited in num- 
ber. In faet there are only five pairs of things between which 
समवचांय is supposed to exist, viz. 1 the product and its parts 
( अवयधावयबिनो ), 2 the quality and the qualified ( गुणग्रणिनी ), 
8 the motion and the moving ( क्रियाक्रियाबन्ती ), 4 tho indivi 
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dual and the common characteristic ( जातिव्यक्ती), and lastly ॐ 
particularity and the eternal substance in which it inheres 
( विशेषनित्यद्रव्ये). The definition in the Stira is simpler and less 


comprehensive g¢atata यतः कार्यकारणयोः स समवायः,* from 
which it may be inferred that the notion of weary was crude 
at first, and must have been gradually developed by later 
writers. 


2. In Sect. VIII vrambhatia emphatically says that 
we zis one and one only, in order to repy- 
ह कह sone diate the position of the Práühákara Mi- 
memsukas and a modern school of Naiyá- 
yikes, These latter deny even नित्यत्व to समवाय. The नित्यत्व' 
Of समवाय is proved by the argument that as all positive pro- 
ducts ( भावकार्य ) are generated in their material cause by समवायः 
relation, a समवाय if produced will require another समवाय and 
80 on ad infinitum. समवाय therefore must be regarded none 
producible ८, e. नित्य. Of course this नित्यत्व 18 only relative, 
and not absolute such as that of an atom. समवाय is नित्य in 
the sense that it can neither be produced nor destroyed 
without producing or destroying the product. Now comes the 
question-why this separate entity of समवाय is recognized at 
all. Here there is a difference of opinion between the JVaiyá- 
yikas and the Vaisesikas, or the old and the modern schools, 
as S. C. calls them. ‘he former hold that समवाय is observ- 
ed by perception, and therefore no other proof is required to 
prove its existence. The Va/seshzkas however, of whom An- 
nambhatta is one, deny perceptibility to समबाय', on the ground 
that a connection is perceptible only when the two connected 
thingsare perceptible, while समबाय often exists between things 
one of which (८, y. आकाशा the समवायिकारण of शब्द ) may be 
imperceptible. In their opinion समवाय is proved by inference 
only. and the argument is often | ut as Annambhatia has put 
it in his commentary on Sect. TY, 


- we 
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3. The doctrine of समवाय is very important and may in 
one sense be said to be the corner stone of 
Nydya philosophy. If is the समवाय that 
explains the phenomenon of causality as 
conceived by the Nazyágikas; and it is this theory that makes 
them so intensely realistic, in marked opposition to idealistic 
schools like the Vedánta. The conception of समवाय is in fact 
& key to the whole theory of causation as viewed from the 
Nyéya standpoint, and consequently the doctrine has been 
strongly animadverted by writers of the Sdénkhya and Vedánti 
schools who hold different views. The Bhétta Mimdmsakas 
also agree with the latter in repudiating समवाय, The theory 
of atoms for which the Naiydykas have been so famous is 
but a necessary result of the doctrine of समवाय. Sankard- 
charya, in his commentary on Brahma-Suira II. 2.13, lays his 
finger accurately on the weakest point in the सम्रवाय theory, 
namely, the inconsistency of calling समवाय a connection 
between two distinct things, and at the same time regarding 
it as of a totally different kind from संयोग. If संयोग exists on 
the संयोगि dravyas by समवाय, समवाय also requires another 
समवाय to exist on the समवायि8; and so there is the absufdity 
of an ad infinitum. To avoid this difficulty समवाय is regarded 
as a distinct padértha and nota guna; and the Naiyáyikas 
add that the first समबाय does not rest upon the eryarht by 
another समवाय but is identical with it. Why then, rejoins 
the Vedántin, do you not take संयोग to be identical with the 
संयोगिऽ. As to संयोग being a guna and समवाय an independent 
padértha, says the Vedántin, that is a technicality of your 
own invention, and we do not acceptit. It cannot also be 
said that समवाय being नित्य is of a different kind from संयोग, 
and must be treated differently, 107 संयोग also is sometimes 
eternal, as for example the संयोग of काल or आकाश with परमाणु, 
while समषाय itself is not truly eternal, 1t being liable to des- 
truction by the destruction of the product. But the chief 
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objection against समवाय is that, if समचाय' is to be regarded as 
identical with its कार्य and कारण, would it not be better and 
simpler ( graa ) to regard the कार्य itself as identical with the 
कारण? Hence the Vedántins and the Sédnkhyas hold the cause 
and its product to be connected with each other not by waarna, 
but by the relation of identity (तादात्म्य). The doctrine of aga- 
सिद्ध on which that of समवाय depends is also ruthlessly eriti- 
cized by S'aüardchürya.* The gist of his criticism is that the 
notion of cause and effect being अयुतसिद्ध, that is, being con- 
nected together in an inseparable union, is directly opposed 
to the hypothesis that the cause is always anterior to the 
effect. Asa matter of fact the cause and the effect are one 
and the same thing, and not two different things joined to- 
gether inseparably by a fictitious union called समवाय. The 
whole realistic theory of the Varydyikas isthe. ore based on 
a fiction which has no basis in actual experienee. Lhis is not 
the place to go deeper into this controversy which has been 
vigorously carried on between the rival disputants from the 
earliest to the latest times; but what has been said will be 
sufficient to give the student an idea as to how the doctrine 
of सभवाय aud the theory of causation built upon it lie at the 
very root of the whole Vdyya system of philosophy. 


Secor. IX. अभाचाः 


Negation is of four kindsy— Antecedent, Consequent, Abso- 
tute and Reciprocal, 


1. The ninth section only enumerates the four kinds of ne- 
| gations, reserving the definitions of each 
Negation. for a future occasion. They are antecedent 

negation or non-production, conséquent 
negation or destruction, absolute negation and reciprocal negat- 
ion. “The word negation used by Ballantyne conveys the idea 
of Abkdow better than non-existence, which is hardly applica- 
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ble in the case of अन्योन्याभावः Antecedent negation is that 
which exists before & thing is produced, and the consequent 
results after its destruction. Absolute negation exists always 
and in all places except where the thing itselfis. Reciprocal 
negation is the denial of one thing being any other, suchas a 
jar not being piece of cloth. 


2. Other writers divide अभाव first into two kinds, अन्योन्या- 
भाव and संसर्गाभाव, and then split the latter into the remain- 
ing three. Thus Viseandtha says in Bháshá-Parichchheda:— 


अभावस्तु द्विधा संसगान्योन्याभावभेदतः | 
प्रागभावस्तथा ध्वंसोऽष्यत्यन्ताभाव एव च ॥ 
एवं चेविध्यमापतन्नः संसर्गाभाव इष्यत ।* 


2, Mutual or reciprocal negation may be defined as the 
negation of identity. All other kinds of negation are grouped 
under संसर्गाभाव which, literally translated, means negation by 
contact, the contact being between the thing negatived and 
thing on which its negation is affirmed. Thus when we say 
इह WAS घटो नास्ति we affirm the negation of yz on a particular 
spot. Similarly the antecedent and the emergent negations 
also are affirmed with reference to some external आधकरण, 
with which they are said to be connected, while अन्योन्याभाव 
simply denotes the mutual non-identity of two things. In 
short, in both kinds of अभाव; viz. संसर्ग and अन्योन्य, there are 
always two things referred to; butin the first, one is negativ- 
ed of the other, while inthe other, both are negatived of each 
. other. Thus an अन्योन्याभाव may be resolved into two संसर्गा- 
ares. For instance we: पटो नास्ति isa proposition affirming 
the mutual negation of घट and qz; and it may be split up into 
two propositions घटि weed नास्ति and पटे घटत्वं नास्ति, both of 
which are examples of danfara. In अन्योन्याभाव the words 
expressive of the two things are always in the same case, 2. e. 
the nominative; while in the other case one word is usually 
in the locative as denoting the अधिकरण on which the negation 
rests. antre is divided into प्रागभाव, प्रध्वंसाभाव and अत्यंताभाव) 
Of which the first two are nothing else but the non-produ- 
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etion and destruction of a thing. अव्यन्ताभाध is absolute 
negation, and comprises all varieties other than those 
mentioned. A discussion as to its exact nature will be 
found under Sect. 80. 


3. The simplest definition of अभाव is mafia. what is 
distinct from existing things, but other 

Abháva defined definitions are more elaborate. S. C. defines 
अभावत्व as प्रतियोगिज्ञानाधीनविषयत्वम्‌- 2. 0. & 

padártha the knowledge of which is dependent on the know- 
ledge of its contradictory. S. M. defines it as दरव्यादिषट्रान्यो- 
न्याभावत्वस 9 padáríha in which rest the mutual negations of 
all the other six padárthas,:. e. which is distinct from 
the six catagories, substance ete. While really meaning 
the same as भावभिन्नत्वं, this definition begs the question 
by inserting अथ्योच्याभाव, a sub-variety of अभाव; into the defini- 
tion of अभाव. It is therefore faulty. A third definition, 
given in Sarsa- Varsana-Sangraha, is असमवायत्वे सत्यसमधायि- 
equ, १. e. अभाब not being itself समवाय is not connected with: 
anything else by समवाय." Narydyikas hold that अभाव is 
an object of direct perception and is connected with its 
अधिकरण by the relation called विशेषणता;। that is, when we 
Say घटाभाववद्भतलस्‌ we regard qarara as an attribute of wag, 
just as we call qog the attribute of gost. This peculiar 
conception of negation discloses the habit of Naiydyihas 
to invent any number of fictitious conventionalities, if they 
are convenient for practical purposes. ‘Really speaking, to 
class भभाव as a paddrtha along with the other six is an 
absurdity. There is not the least resemblance between the 
two groups, as one is the direct opposite of the other. 
असाव can be a paddrtha only in the most literal sense of 
the word, namely, the connotation ofa word ( अभाब), but 
really speaking it cannot be said to have any external 
existence. It is non-existence pure and simple, and all 
varieties of it such as the non-existence of this thing and 
that thing are mere conventionalities of speech. In what 
respect, for instance, does a warata differ from a पटाभाव ? 
Really in nothing essentially, for both agree in their simple 
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character of negation. But one might say that we find 
qarara even where there 18 à qg, and vice versa; and there- 
fore the two negations must be different. But this means 
that we only attribute the difference of the things (प्रतियोगी) 
to their negations. In other words, the भेदबुद्धि on the 
अभावं is simply आरोपित, while as a matter of fact all nega- 
tion is pure and characterless. It follows that अभाव cannot 
really be the विशेषण of yag, lora विशेषण, 10 order to be 
apprehended, must exist. while the essence of अभाव is non- 
existence. Veddntens and otheis therefore who refuse to 
recognize अभाब as a paddrtha regard it simply as केवल्यरूप, 
that is, as भूतल itself and nothing more. 

4. lt seems that the Ta:teshikas had not originally con- 
ceived of अभाव ag à separate prdirtha. Kandda's aphorism* 
enumerates only six padüríhas, omitting अभाव altogether. 
But the ingenuity of commentators has added a seventh 
category aata as being iuteuded though not expressed by 
the Sdtrakura, the intention being gathered from the oceur- 
rance of the word अभाव in some other Sdtras, such as ** कारणा- 
भावाद्‌ कार्याभावः and असतः क्रियाय॒णव्यपदेशाभावादर्थान्तरम्‌- 1 To 
recognize a separate entity because a word expressive of 
it occurs somewhere in a work is not indeed a very strong 
argument. Similarly Udayauáücháryu in his Kiranhoali 
remarks “ एते च पदार्थाः ( the six mentioned in V. S. 1, 1,3) 
प्रधानतयोदिष्ठा अभावस्तु स्वरूपवानापे नोडिष्ठः प्रतियोगिनिरुपण।धीननिरू- 
qaa न तु gesar. Thisis more like an apology for the 
non-mention of अभाव in the original Sutras than an agu- 
ment for recognizing it as a separate paddrtha. Whatever 
be the case, the recognition of amra as an independent 
entity has been a distinct gain to Indian logic, in as much 
"as it has greatly facilitated the processes of analysis and 
reasoning. Even those who deny it the status of a padártha 
cannot often help clothing their propositions in its terms. 
The wonderful accuracy of Indian syllogism is in a great 
measure due to the use of such fictitious but well-understood 


expréssions as अभाव, प्रतियोगी and ae योगी: 
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5. Here ends the first chapter of Zarka—Sangraha, which 
S. C. names पदार्थष्टिशाविभागनिरूपणम्‌. According to the well- 
known dictum of the scholiast, the Vaiseshika system con- 
sists of three parts, the enumeration, the division and the 
definitions of paddrthas. The author of Zarka-Sangraha first 
enumerates the Puddérthus in the second section, and then 
proceeds to state their divisions and subdivisions in Secs. 
3 t0 9. From the tenth section onwards he enters upon 
their definitions or स्वरूपकथन severally, and defines them in 
the order in which they have been enumerated. 


Sect, A. पृथिवी. 
Earth is one that has odour. Lis of two sorts, eternal and 
non-eternal. Eternal i8 atomic, non-cternal is product. It vs also 
threefold, body, organ and object. Body is that like ours; organ 


is the olfactory ense at the tip of the nose; object comprises 
the earthy stones amd the Like. 


1. The anthor defines earth as गस्थबती ‘having odour,’ 
which means गन्धससवायिकारणम्, the iuti- 

Barth, mate cause of odour.* The relation expres- 
sed by the termination wq here is समषाय 

only, for otherwise the definition will overlap on time and 
space, with which गन्प is connected by कालिक and देशिक rela- 
tions respectively. Besides the apparent अतिव्यात्ति 00 čime 
and space, the T. D. noticos three other objections against, 
the definition: Ist, it will not apply toa product which, be- 
ing composed of parts having Dath good and bad smells, is 
rendered odourless owing to the two kinds of smell being 
mutually destroyed; nor can it be said that in that case per- 
ception of odour is rendered impossible. Yon will have 
therefore, says the opponent. either to recognize a fsrsnreq 
‘variegated odour,’ which sou do not, or your definition will 
be inapplicable to such a casg. The author denies both 
alternatives, saying that in such cases we eah distinctly ap- 
prehend the different odours of component parts, and so there 
is no need of recognizing one variegated odour of the whole. 
The second objection is the same asin the case of guierey as 
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a definition of Dracya, viz. that it will not apply to a pro- 
duct in the first moment of creation, when it is supposed to 
be without attribute. The answer to the present objection is 
also the same, viz. amplification of the definition (p. 11). The 
third objection is drawn from our experience that even water 
and other substances besides earth possess smell. The answer 
is that the smell belongs not to the water but to earthy 
particles mixed with it. There isa fourth objection which 
the author does not notice. We see many earthy things such 
as stones which are odourless, and the definition may not 
apply to them; but the answer would be that the smell in 
them is agga, that is, though existing, it is not perceived 


owing to unfavourable circumstances 


2, Although odour is mentioned as the differentiating at- 

tribute of earth it is not its only attribute. 

Iis attributes, Kanéda’s aphorism रूपरसगन्धस्परशवती परथिवी* 

describes earth as possessing four qualities 

colour, savour, odour and touch, which Sankara Misra con~ 

strnes as giving four alternative definitions of earth. Besides 

these four material qualities, earth is credited with ten 

others, making in all 14 qualities residing in earth, for which 
see quotation Supra. p. 85 


3. Four copies A B D and K add qx before गन्धचती, but 
the pratikas in all the copies of 7919266 except A, as well as 
that in S. C. show that the sentence began with seqaeft, and 
that the ax got into the text by error, probably from tho 
opening sentence of tho Dimkå. The qs in the Dipikd is ex- 
plained by Nilakantha as पृथिव्यादिषु ( aaay ) मध्य इत्यर्थः. 

i. Earth is first divided into eternal and non-eternal: the 

first being atomic, and the second a pro- 
Gi NER ^! duct. T. D. defines नित्यत्व as ध्वंसाप्रातियोगेत्वम, 

its contrary <वसपातियोगित्वम्‌ being आनित्यत्व 
That which is not liable to destruction is eternal, and its op- 
posite is the non-eternal. These definitions of T. D. are how- 
ever incomplete. Vá&ya-Vritt: defines नित्यत्व and afere more 
correctly, as fered प्रागभावाप्रतियोगित्वे सति ध्वंसापतियोगिस्वस्‌ and 
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अनित्यत्वं प्रागभावपतियोगित्वध्वंसप्रतियोगित्वान्यतरवत्त्व॑ बोध्यम्‌ The T. 
D. does not take into account past as well as future eternity, 
and consequently itsdetinition of facer overlaps on प्रध्वंसाभाव 
which, beiug indestructible,is ध्वेसाप्रतियोगी, but which is not नित्य 
as 16 has प्रागभाव. There are some however who regard exe as 
eternal;and according to them T. D’s definitions will be correct. 

नित्यत्व is also defined in another aud a simpler way ७७ तरैकालिक- 
संसगांबाचिछिन्नत्व, ‘boing distinguished by a connection with the 
three times, past, present and future’’, १.८. existing in all times. 
Whichever definition we take, products are always आनित्य as 
they do not exist prior to their production. The eternal portion 
of earth is the atoms which are the ultimate material causes 
of all earthy products. The atomic theory of the Vuiseshekas 
will be explained later on. (See note Sect. XTIT. ) 


5. Earth is again divided into three kinds, body, organ 
of sense and muss. The body is that which 

Another divan Delongs to human beings like ourselves; 
the organ is that of smell which appre- 

hends odour and 18 situated at the root of the nose; while 
mass comprehends all other earthy things, such as stones ete, 
This threefold division of earth is very ancient, being deriv- 
ed from the aphorism of Kanida.* But there is a difference 
of opinion as to whether this threefold division is of पृथिवी in 
general or of कार्यरूपा परथिवी only ; and the controversy, so farag 
we are concerned, turus partially, if not mainly, on the cor- 
rect reading of the passage in Tarhu-Sanyraha. A reads at 
परनश्चिविधा, but as all other copies of the text as well as the 
eümmentaries agree in omitting er before ga: there was 
no alternative but to omit it here also. The reading सा can 
be defended on the ground that by unmistakably applying 
the threefold division to कार्यरूपा प्रथिवी it makes the meaning 
of the passage clear, and thus brings the text into harmony, 
not only with other works like P. B., S. P., S. M., and 
others, but also with the Katidde’s aphorism aaga: पूथिव्यादि 
कार्यद्रव्यं त्रिविध॑ शरीरेन्द्रियविषयसंज्ञकम, The word सा however is 
not absolutely m S. C. extracts the same sense out 
of the word पुनः, The chief objection against err, as also against 
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the interpretation put on the passage by S. C. to make it con- 
form with the works mentioned above, is that the interpre- 
tation does not agree with T. D.'s note on the passage प्रकारा- 
न्तरेण विभजते- The remark apparently shows that the threefold 
division is not a sub-division of one of the two kinds of पाथिवी 
first mentioned, namely क्रार्यरूपा, but an altogether inde- 
pendent division of पूथिवी itself. Having divided earth into 
eternal and non-eternal, the author mentions another diyi- 
sion of the same according to its forms and functions. But here 
comes the question, does Annambhatta say something which 
is in direct opposition to Kandda’s Sátra? The Sátra distin- 
ctly ascribes the three-fold division to product earth only; 
and the scholiast Prasastapéda also clearly states his, op- 
inion by remarking fata चास्याः कार्य | शरीरेन्द्रियबिषयसंत्रकम । * 
Annambhatia, by taking in the whole earth ( eternal and 
mon-eternal ), would he plainly contradicting the Stra and 
the scholiast, which is highly improbable as the present 
work is distinctly based on Praśastapáda’s scholium. As a 
matter of fact, whichever interpretation we take, the 
ultimate result, as observed by Nilakantha, is the same, 
namely, that laid down in the Satra. Nilakantha noticing 
these two ways of interpretation remarks अन्न नित्यष्टथिव्याः 
शरीरेन्द्रिपभिञ्नत्वरूपविषयलक्षणाक्रांतत्वेन विषयांतर्गतत्वामिति प्राथिव्याञ्ज विः 
Were एव मूले पनस्रिविधेत्याक्तः संगच्छत इति Aara. Even if the 
three-fold division be ascribed to maf in general, it does 
not apply to नित्या प्रथिवी, that is, atoms, asall the atoms 
obviously fall into the third of the latter three divisions 2. ९५ 


विषय. In other words, नित्या पार्थेबी instead of being the genua 
of the latter three kinds becomes a variety of one of them. 
In this way the passage in T. D. can be made to agree with 
the Stira, and both views reconciled. 


6. इारीर is defined as आत्मनो भोगायतनभ, but @ more aecurate 

"P definition is अन्त्यावयवित्वे सति चेटाभयम,, that 

tea of earth, _—*i8,8 final product whgch possesses voluntary 

action. अन्त्यावयवित्व॑ is defined as अधयषज्ञ- 
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ल्यत्वे सत्यव्यवदयजनकरवम', 8 thing which is produced from parts 
but does not itself become a producer ofanother product, such 
asa jar. Our body is such a final product, because it does not 
constitute a part ofany other larger product; 
Body. and it possessesthe additional character of 
being the seat of voluntary actions. Spem 
is defined as द्विताहितप्राप्तिपारिहारार्थक्रिया an act which conducesto 
the acquisition of the desirable and prevention of the undesir- 
able. A hand or a foot is also the seat of such चेष्टा, 
but it is not a final product as it forms apart of a 
larger body. Body is divided into योनिज embryonic, and 
अयोनिज non-embryonic. The first is झक्रशोणितमेलनजन्य and 
belongs to human beings, quadrupeds, birds etc. The second 
kind is possessed by insects born of perspiration, plants and 
semi-divine personages, like the sage Manu, who were self- 
born owing to the influence of age. This classification com; 
prehends the whole Biology of the Naiydyihas. 


7. The second division of earth is organ of sense, which is 
also limited toanimate nature. इन्द्रिय is do~ 
Organ. fined ag शब्देतरोद्भधताविशिषशुणानाअयत्वे' साते ज्ञान” 
कारणमनःसंयोगाश्रयम. “` An organ ofsense is 
the seat of that contact of mind which produces knowledge, but 
is not the seat of any manifested special qualities except 
sound.” The Nazydyika theory of perception is given by S. C. 
thus.— आत्मा मनसा संयुज्यते मन इन्द्रियेणेन्दियमर्थन सतः प्रत्यक्षम्‌. Tho 
organ is united with the external object on the one hand andis 
on the other connected with the mind which acts as a 
link with the soul." So the contact of the mind is 
with two things at once, viz. the soul and the organ, and 
both are the causes of knowledge. The first part of the de- 
finition therefore ending with साति is therefore inserted to ex- 
clude the soul,who is the seat of 14 special qualities, "while the 
organ of sense possesses none. Butthen one might object that 
as the organs of sense such as smelland sight partake of tho 
nature of their respegtive constituants, viz. earth and light 
they must possess * our and colour, the special qualities of 


* See quotation p. 85-6 Supra. 
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earth and light. The answer is that they do possess them, 
but the qualities are not manifested in them, and hence the 
word उद्धत is inserted to qualify fazrwgwr. In this form how- 


a, 
ever the definition becomes too narrow, because it does not 
apply to sft, the organ of hearing, which being by hypothesis 
आकाश स्वरूप possesses one उद्धतविशिषण 2२2. शब्द, This defect is 
a 


removed by excluding शब्द (शब्देतर) from the special qualities 
that are not manifested in an organ of sense.In this way the 
definition is made to denote an organ alone. Other and perhaps 
simpler definitions of इन्द्रिय are शरीरसंयुक्त ज्ञानकारणमतीत्द्रियस ˆ 
and स्सृत्य्ञनक-ज्ञानजनक-मनःसंयोगाश्रयत्वम्‌.† In the first of these 
अतीन्द्रिय excludes the Soul and external objects, while शरीर- 
संयुक्तम excludes निर्विकल्पज्ञान which being अतीन्द्रिय is the prox- 
imate cause of सविकल्पज्ञान, In the second definition the 
words स्मृत्यजनक exclude the Soul. इन्द्रिय is of two kinds, the 
internal (setter) which is mind, and the external ( बाहि- 
रिस्द्रिय) which are five, xz. the organs of sight, hearing, 
taste, smell and touch, corresponding to the five elements. 
Of these the organs of smell, taste’ and hearing apprehend 
qualities only, while the rest apprehend substances as well 
88 qualities. 


8 The third division of earth is बिषय object, which compre- 
hends the whole mass of inorganic sub- 

Object. stances. The term विषय is used here some- 
what loosely. It signifies everything that 

at any time becomes the object of our knowledge. Organs of 
sense not being objects of direct perception may perhaps he 
excluded from the clays बिषय, but organic bodies, at least 
of all the living beings beside ourselves, do become the 
objects of perception and ought therefore to fall under 
विषय- One'sown body being subjective ( आध्यात्मिक ) may 
be ranked apart, but the bodies of other persons are as 
much objects of knowledge as houses or stones. Why then 
should they not be included under बिषय” The reason 
is that the word विषय is used hore iu & restricted sense. It. 


* T. K. p. 3. 
t Tettva-Chintámani. 
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means those things only which are always the object and 
never the subjects of knowledge. The bodies of living beings 
though objects of other men’s knowledge are subjective so far 
as each individual is concerned, while inanimate things like 
stones not having any knowledge of their own must always 
remain objects and objects only. This point does not seem to 
have been clearly understood by commentators, although the 
difficulty was perceived by them. S. C. for instance remarks 
“यय्रेतल्कक्षणं शरीरादावातिव्याप्तामिति विभाव्यते तदा शारीरेन्द्रियमभिन्नत्वमेंव 
तदनुसरम्‌ | वस्तुतस्तु शरीरादिकमापे विषय एव । भेदेन कीर्तनं तु बालधीवैश- 
ara,’ that is, although the three-fold division isa cross- 
division in as much as the usual definition of विषय (भोगोपयोगी 
विषयः) would also apply to bodies and organs, the latter are 
clussed separately for the clear understanding of beginners. 
This explanation of S. C. is of course copied from a similar 
one in MuÁtávali: झरीरेन्द्रिययोरविषयत्वेडवि प्रकारान्तरोपन्यासः शिष्य- 
argdsrand:. * It is difficult to guess how such a cross-divi- 
sion tends to the easy comprehension of beginners, but prob- 
ably these commentators, while noting that body and organ 
are expressly excluded from विषय, did not quite realize why 
the meaning of the word विषय was thus rastricted. It is also 
significant that 4LunaznbAatta defines विषय simply as शरीरेन्द्रिय- 
fiw, and thus carefully abstains from any reference to 
भोग or उपभोग. 


9 There are two other questions with regard to the extent 
of the class विषय which cannot be so easily answered. The 
first is whether atoms are included in बिषय. The definition 
भोगीपयोगी would of course exclude them, for atoms being 
six can never be the objects of enjoyment. Besides 
other works expressly exclude them. bhdshd-Parichehheda 


for instance has:—- 
विषयो pueg नह्माण्डान्त उदाहृतः d 


On the other hand, as observed in a previoas note ( Supra 
p. 106 ) Annambhatic would seem to include atoms under 
विषय, aud the fact that he gives a definition of विषय which 


* S. M, Calc, ed. p. 27. 
t B. p. 97. * j 
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applies to atoms as well as products supports the conjecture. 
The second question is whether plants are to be classed with 
शरीर or with विषय. The question seems to have very much 
exercised later writers, and there is à difference of opinion. 
Prasastapéda,includes trees under विषय, twhile Viseandtha,the 
author of Siddhánta-Muktávali declares in favour of the op- 
posite view. Sankara Mitra discusses the arguments on both 
sides and arrives at the only reasonable conclusion, तथापि 
चेष्टावच्वमिन्द्रियवरवं च नोद्धिदां स्फुटतरमतो न शरीरव्यवहार:1 Annam- 
bhatia also would seem to take the same view. 


SECT. AI. आपः 


Water is a thing having cold touch. Tt 7९ of two sorts, eternal 
and non-eternal. Eternals atom, non-eternal is the product. It 
¿s again threefold, body, organ and object. Body is in the region 
of Varuna, organ as the sense of taste perceiving savour and 
residing on the tip of the tongue; masses are rivers, 8088 etc. 


1. Water is defined as having cool touch. Like earth, 
water is divided, first into eternalaud non- 

Water. eternal, and then into body, organ and 
mass. The watery body is possessed by 

beings in the regions of Varuna, the organ is the organ of 
taste located at the tip of the tongue, and the mass comp- 
rehends rivers, oceans etc. This and the following paragraph 
on light closely resemble the last one treating of earth, and 
appear to have been inserted with an eye tosymmetry. They 
are good examples of how a passion for analogies and sym- 
metry in everything often leads to un warranted and absurd con- 
clusions. Because we see carthy bodies and earthy atoms, we 
are alsoasked to helievo in watery and luminary bodiesas well 
asazoms in the Varuna and Adityazegions respectively. Kandda 
defines water 25 रूपरसस्पर्शवत्य आपो Tar: स्रिग्धाः, and alsoaffirms 


* P, B. Ben. ed. p. 23. 

T 8S. M. Cale. ed, p. p.26. 
t V. 8. Up. Calc, ed. p. 214. 
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the coldness of the touch of water,* but it is singular that no 
trace of the subsequent classification is found in his Séiras. 


These details in the case of water as well as of light have 
been supplied by commentators. whose dialectical ingenuity 


never fails to supply arguments fur defending the grossest 
absurdities. The objection, for instance, that a watery body 
having no solidity, would be like a bubble of water, incapa- 
ble of enjoyment, is met by the reply that though such a 
body would be mainly composed of watery particles, there 
would be enough of earthy atoms in it to "add consistency 
and cohesion. This watery body is held to be only अयोनिज- 
Another objection that if coldness is the special attribute of 
water how is it felt in slabs of stones, is answered by attrib- 
uting the coldness to the presence of water in the stone. 
The remarks made in the three preceding notes on the last 
section as to the propriety of the division and cross-division, 
apply mutatis mutandis to this and the following sections 
also. Yor the qualities residing in water see quotation 
at p. 85 Supra. 


SECT, XII तेजस. 

Laght has hot touch, Itis of two sorts, eternal and non 
eternal ; eternal is atomic, non-eternal is product. It is ayain 
threefold, body, organ and mass; body is well-known in the 
Solar region, organ is the sight which perceives colour and 
resides in the forepart of the black pupil of the eye; mass is 
fourfold, earthy, heavenly, gastric and mineral, Earthy (mass) 
is fire and the like; heavenly is lyhtning ete. produced from 
watery fuel; gastric causes digestion of things eaten; mineral 
४8 gold and the like. 

1. The only variation in this section over the last twoisthe 

sub-division of fqw into four kinds of light: 

Light. 1 earthy, in the shape of common fire and 

the light of the glowworm; 2 celestial, in 
the shape of lightning which is fed by the fuel of water (आप 
इन्धनं यस्थ तद) , as well as sun-light, moon-light and sub- 
marine fire ; 3 gastric, which is instrumental in digesting 
the food eaten; and 4 minéral, suchas gold and other metals, 
The first two kinds are undoubtedly real fires; but it willrequire 


* Y. B. 11, 2, 5. ® 
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a Very strong metaphor to class the latter two among the 
luminary substances. The gastric juice is called fire because 
it consumes food like fire, and produces heat in the body. 
The last case of luminous metals will he discussed 
further on. 
2. The threefold division of light andthe four-fold snub- 
division of its third variety are taken from 
Varieties of lustre Prasastapáda's scholium, while the origi- 
nal Sútras themselves contain no trace of 
them. Satkara Mira; the author of Upaskára gives an- . 
other four-fold division of light, viz. 1 having both colonr 
'and touch manifested, as sun-light ; 2 having colour mani- 
fested but touch unmanifested, a moon-light; 3 having both 
colour and touch slightly unmanifested, as the lustre of the 
eye; and 4 haviug colour slightly unmanifested, but touch 
fully manifested, as a red-hot postsherd.* This division is of 
course not compatible with the first, and proves that the 
Symmetrical classification adopted by Annambhatta was 
regarded by S'unkar Misra as an innovation of the Scholiast 
not reconcilable with the original Sacra. Ij may be remarked 
in passing that the organ of sight is located by Natydyikas 
at the top of the black ball, but modern science places it 


still further back on the retina, the black eye-balls being 
simply windows to let in external light. Another now ex- 


ploded doctrine of the Naiydyihas was that before an object 
could be perceived, the organ of sight went out of the eye, 
reached the object and then returned back to its place car- 
rying with it the impression of the object; while it ig 
now proved that the organ does not £o ont at all but 
the rays of the sun falling on the object carry its impression 
to the retina of the eye. 
3 Naiydyikas have Spent much argument to prove why 
gold and other metals are classed 
Gold is light, under light. The argument by which the 
luminosity (तैजसत्व ) of gold is established 
is explained at length in T. D. Gold is light because it 


can neither be earth, nor Water, nor wind. Its being 
any ofthe last five dravyas is of course out of ques- 
tion. Gold is not earth because the a because the finidity of melted of melted 
sR PRR 
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gold 1s not destroyed even by application of extreme heat, 
while the fluidity of earthy things such as clarified but- 
ter is génerally found to vanish at certain temperature 
when there is no counteracting force. The fluidity 
of gold remains intact even in the absence of any 
counteracting force. Gold cannot therefore be of earthy 
nature. It cannot be water because its fluidity is 
occasional and not inherent; nor can it be wind as it has 
colour. Gold therefore is light, the heat and brilliancy 
natural to light being concealed by the obstruction of earthy 
colour and tonch. The argument may be put in the follow- 
ing syllogism :— 

gat तेजसम्‌। असति प्रतिबन्धकेऽत्यन्तानलसंपोगे च सत्यप्यज्ञुडिछय- 
मानद्रवत्वात्‌ | aT ANT, यथा घतम्‌। 

The fallacy or rather a number of fallacies in this reason- 
ing can be easily deteced. In the first place, the proposition 
that the fluidity of every earthy substance must be destroyed 
by extreme heat is an arbitrary assumption based on insuffi- 
cient data, Modern'seienee proves that the solidity and 
Huidity are not definite qualities belonging to particular 
kind of substances as the Nuiydyikas hold; but they are 
simply states of matter dependent on temperature. Thirdly 
the device of accounting for the non-appearance of any 
quality by the supposition of a counteracting force is often, 
as here, carried rather too far. If obstructing causes can 
explain the disappearance of heat and brilliancy of light, 
why can they not explain the non-destruction of the fluidity 
of gold? To remove this objection the words असति प्रतिबन्धके 
are introduced in the हेतुवाक्य, for we often see that when 
there is an obstructing cause, even earthy substances, such 
as ghee placed in water, do not lose their fluidity. But how 
is it to be proved that there is no obstructing cause in the 
ease of gold also? The difficulty of converting metals to 
gaseous state by the application of strongest possible heat 
seems to have struck the Indian thinkers early, but owing 
to the infancy of experimental sciences..they did not wait to 
verify their conceptions of solidity ang fluidity. They rather 
preferred the easier way of solving the difficolty by relegat- 
Ing —- prem exceptiong to & M जहा category altoge- 
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ther. The Naiyáy:bas included the metals under तेजस to 
which their peculiar lustre gave them affinity. The Mit- 
mdamsakas went further and reckoned the metals ag a distinct 
draoya. 


Sect. XIN, वायुः. 


Air has touch without colour. Jt is of two sorts eternal and 
non-eternal ; eternal is atomic, non-eternal is product. [tis 
again threefold, body, organ and mass; body is in the aerial 
world, organ is the sense of touch, apprehending touch and 
spread over the whole body, mass is the cause of the shaking of 
trees etc. 


Air circulating within the body is Prana. Though one, it 
acquires different names such us Prána, Apána, ete. owing to 
( different ) situations. 


1. This section also is modelled on the three last preced- 

ing. Airis defined as colourless and pos- 

Air. sessing touch. Itis of two kinds eternal 

and non-eternal, and again of three kinds, 

body in the regions of wind, organ of sense in the shape of 

the airy cuticle extending over the whole surface of our 

body, and object or mass in the form of the wind that blows 
and shakes trees. 


2. Another variety of air is however mentioned, called 
vital air or breath, which is nothing but 
Breath. wind moving inside our body. There is a 
difference of opinion as to how breath is 
to be classed under wind. Prasastapdda and the ancient 
School mention breath asa fourth kind of air and distinct 
from the body, organ, and mass; while later works on Nydya 
generally include it under mass. It is doubtful what view 
Annambhatta takes, but from the unconnected manner in 
which he has tacked the definition of प्राण to the section on 
arg, he seems to be undecided. While he divides arg into 
three kinds only, and not into four as Prasastapdda has 
done, he does not expressly class प्राण under बिषय. In the 
Dipiké also he carefully avoids the point, although the ara- 
तरण ‘ag प्राणस्य कुन्नान्तभाव३ would seem to show that he, 
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had to say something on the point. He gives however a 
decided opinion as to the identity of the five breaths. Al- 
though घाण is mentioned as one of the five breaths, it can 
also be used as à generio name for all of 
The five breaths them, as the remaining four are nothing 
more than the same प्राण called by 
different names, according to the different parts of body 
it travels over and the different functions it perfoms. 
There are not really five breaths but only one passing 
through five places and performing five functions, each at its 
proper place. Prasastapáda simply’ says क्रियाभिदादिभिरपानादे- 
संज्ञां लभते, the first word आदि including स्थान, -lnnambhatia has 
improved upon him by employing the word उपाधि which sig- 
nifies both क्रिया and स्थान, The exact meaning of gq? will 
be discussed further on. The five breaths are differentiated by 
their places in an old verse:— 


इदि प्राणों गुदे5पानः समानो नाभिसंस्थितः i 
gara: कण्ठदेशस्थों व्यानः सर्बशरीरगः ॥ 


Prana is situated in the breast, Aydna in the rectum, 
Samana in the navel, Udána in the throat and Vydna over 
the whole body. 


The functions and names of the five are explained thus:— 
खुखनासिकाभ्यां निष्क्रमणप्रवेशनात्पाणः | मलादीनामधोनयनाद्पानः। आहा” 
Ww पाकार्थ बह्लेः समत्लयनात्समानः | ऊध्ये नयनादुदानः | नाडीझसेषु वितन- 
amaa: | Those five breaths also bear mythological 
names:— 


THT नाग आख्यातः कर्म उन्मीलने un 
रूकरः gæt Sear देवदत्तो विज्ञम्भणे | 
न जहाति wa चापि सर्वव्यापी धनंजयः ४ 


Ag the whole of this peculiarly Paurdnic physiology 
has been imported into modern Nyéya works it cannot be 
totally ignored, but it is not necessary to dwell on it here 

any further. It may be noted, however, as a good example 

how Indian systematists often imported foreign material into 
‘their systems, and reconciled it as far as possible with their 
fundamental doctrines. 
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3. Air has been defined as devoid of colour, and possess- 
ing touch ; the first epithet distinguishes it 
Ts asr visible. from the first three and the second epithet 
from the last five dravyas. The touch in 
the airis again neither hot nor cool, aud therefore different 
from the touch in light or water, Air thus occupies a 
somewhat middle and ambiguous position between the visible 
and the invisible dravyas ; and consequently a hot discussion 
has been carried on between the ancient and the modern 
schools of Naiydyikas as to whether airis perceptible or not. 
Theancients held that air cannot be perceived but can only be 
known by inference ; and Annaméhatia inclines to the same 
view. The argument, says T. D., that airis perceptible like 
a jar, as it possesses perceptible touch, is wrong, because 
manifested colour is a necessary condition precedent to 
perceptibility. A condition ( उपाधि ) is defined as साध्यव्यापकत्व 
सति साधनाव्यापकः, that which is greater in extent than साध्य 
(the thing to be proved ) but is not more extensive than 
the साधन or £g (reason). Ina good syllogism the साध्य 
must always be greater than, or at least equal in extent to, 
the हेतु, e. g. the साध्य fire should always exist wherever 
there is smoke, the हेतु. When however the हेतु is greater in 
extent than the साध्य; there are necessarily found cases where 
the हेतु exists but the साध्य doesnot; and consequently an 
argument based on that हेतु becomes fallacious. These cases 
are due to an उपाधिः Now let us put the above argument in 
a syllogism, and the उपाधि will at once appear:— 


ब्रायुः प्रत्यक्षः 
प्रत्यक्षसपर्शाश्रयत्वात 
यो यो द्रव्यत्वे साते प्रत्यक्षस्प्शाश्रयः स स प्रत्यक्ष: यथा घट: | 
तथा चायम्‌ । 
तस्मात्तथा । 

Here हेतु is सोपाधिक because there is an उपाधि intervening 
between the ww and the साध्य. The उपाये is उद्भूतरूपवत्त्व (the 
state of having manifested colour ) and is of course greater in, 
extent than the साध्य and less than the साधन. 1116 उपाधि is greater 
than the साध्य because we can say यच दव्यत्वे साति बहिरिन्द्रियजन्य- 


SECT, XIII. | . Notes. 117 


प्रत्यक्षत्वं स्रोद्धतरूपवस्वस, all substances visible to external sens- 
es have manifested colour. The words gay and बाहिरिन्द्रिय are used 
in order to make it clear that we are talking of sensuous percep- 
tion of substances only, and thus to exclude आत्मा and per- 
ceptible qualities like रूप. We cannot however assert wy qa 
प्रत्यक्षस्पर्शाशयत्व॑ तन्नोद्भुतरूपवर्त्य॑, wherever there is tangibility 
there is manifested colour, because we know as a fact that 
air though प्रत्यसस्पर्शाश्रिय does not possess उद्धुतरूप. The उपाधि 
is therefore साधनाव्यापक. On account of its existence the 
sang or major premise becomes too extensive, and the whole 
argument is a fallacy. Separated from its technicalities, the 
above reasoning amounts to this. According to the hypo- 
thesis of the ancient Naiydyikas the term प्रत्यक्षत्व hasa 
uarrower meaning and is exclusively applied to the cases of 
ocular perception. Hence substances and qualities that are 
apprehended by other senses but aro not seen by the eye do 
not hecome objects of perception. In this restricted sense of 
qara, namely, ocular perception, 10 is evident that उद्भूतरूपवरब 
must be a necessary condition and that air which has no रूप 
cannot he perceptible. 


The modern Naiydyikas who affirm the perceptibility of 
air, dony this in toto, because they deny the very hypothosis 
that बहिद्रब्यप्रत्यक्षत्व is confined to ocular perception only. 
Their view is explained by S. C. as being बहिद्रेव्यधत्यक्षं प्रति 
महत्त्वाविशिष्ट-विक्षुव्यादत्त-विशेषश्णः महत्त्तविशिष्ठा कूतरूपोद्भुतस्पर्शान्यतर AT 
करणम्‌, that is, everything is perceptible that possesses some 
special quality having www but not faye, as for instance 
manifested colour or manifested touch, combined with 
magnitude. On this hypothesis«modern JVaiyáyrkas regard 
air as perceptible, as it is the object of स्पार्डीन as opposed to 
चाक्षुषंप्रत्यक्ष, but atoms are not, because they have no magnitude. 
Annambhatia holds the ancient view and regards air as infer-: 
able only. 


l 
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4. The inference to prove the existence of qrg is stated at 
length in T. D. The not-hot-not-cold touch 


which ws feel on the blowing of the wind 
must reside in some substance asit is a qua- 
lity, because the erg, यो gr छणः स स Sagana: is univer- 
sally true. Now the touch cannot reside in earth, because 
all earthy matter having manıfested touch has also manifest- 
ed colour which is not found here. The touch cannot also 
reside in water or light, because it is neither hot nor cold. 
It cannot reside in the four all-pervading substances, ether, 
time, space and soul, for if it did, ıt ought to be found every- 
where. Finally it cannot rest in mind, because mind being 
atomic, any quality residing mit cannot be felt. So there 
must be a ninth substance. different from these, where this 
touch may reside, and that substance we call air. 


Why air 18 a dis- 
tinct entity, 


It is not necessary to criticise the above reasoning, because 
it is too evidently founded on a total ignorance of the nature 
of atmosphere as determined by modern physical science. 
The idea that our atmosphere is a mixture of different gases 
and not one uniform qrg, and that it has several distinguish- 
ing properties besides touch and other * special quali- 
ties,’ never occurred to these Indian physicists. Roughly 
speaking, yfwdt, जल and qrg of the Naiydykas may be 
identified with the three states of matter, solid, fluid and 
gaseous, while awe is a sort of material embodiment of the 
energy of heat. The Hindu physicist most probably did not 
know that heat and luminosity are the results of the same 
kind of chemical action. Luminosity or भासवरदाकुरूप was 
classed as a variety of colour, while औष्ण्य was a kind of touch. 


5. Asairis the last of the four tangible dravyas, which 
EN are divided into eternal aud non-eternal, 
Po world ts the T. D. takes occasion to state the Nydya 

i theory of creation and destruction of mate- 
tial things. Motion 18 first produced ın the atoms as a result 
of God's will. This motion produces conjunction of two 
monads giving birth to a diad. Three 01808 or binary atoms 
make one tertiary. From this last is produced the quadrate, 
and so on, until the great masses of earth, and water, and 
light, and atmosphere ar6 formed. 
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6. The destruetion of things takes place in the same 
order, that is, when God wills to destroy 
Process of destruc- ‘effects, motion is produced dividing the 
tion, न 
monads, and thereby destroying the 
binary. Thence follows the destruction of the tertiary, and 
go ou, until the mass of earth becomes extinct. This is the 
process of creation and destruction which is unanimously 
‘accepted by all Nucyiyzkus ; but there is a ditference of opi- 
nion between the ancient and the modern schools as to the 
precise cause which immediately brings about the destruction 
of things. The old traditionists (संप्रदाय) held that with one 
exception the destruction of effects is immediately brought 
about by the destruction of their canses,the exception being the 
binaries which are destroyed, not by the destruction of their 
causes, ४. ४. 016 monads which are indestructible, but by the 
destruction of the union of the monads or primary atoms. In 
other words, the binaries are destroyed by the dissolution, 
and the subsequent products by the destruction, of the parts 
eofnposing them. The dissolution of parts no doubt occurs 
in the latter cases also, hut there it is itself the result of the 
destruction of parts. The moderns object to this multiplicity 
of causes on the ground that it is simpler (लाघब) to assume 
only one uniform cause in all cases, namely, the dissolution 
of the union binding the parts, tlian to suppose one cause for 
the binaries and another for other effects. In their opiniou, 
therefore, there is only one cause for the destruetion of all 
effects, namely the dissolution of the union which is the अस- 
मवायि कारण or non-intimate canse of the product. 


7. The difference between the two views is much more 
radical than appears at first. According to the former view, 
the process of destruction always proceeds from cause to effect, 
i. e. the destruction of parts always precedes the destruction 
of effect. When the monads are separated, the binaries are 
necessarily destroyed, and the destruction of the latter as 
necessarily involves the destruction of the tertiaries. In this 
manner the final product ix destroyed the last, justasitis the 
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last to be produced. Now this is diametrically opposed tp the 
view held by other schools of Indian philosophers, espectally 
the Vedántins. Badardyana in Brakma-sdira II, 3, 14 express- 
ly says that the process of destruction is just the opposite 
of that of creation; that is, the final product is destroyed 
first, then its parts, then their parts respectively, until we 
arrive at the ultimate causes. In other words, destruction is 
accomplished by the successive resolution of things into 
their components. This is in accordance with the rule warrant- 
ed by our experience that analysis or division proceeds ina 
contrary way to synthesis or composition, whilst the Nuiydyska 
theory lays down that the building and the pulling down 
processes are accomplished exactly in the same way. This 
means thatas we build a house from the foundation to 
the top, we should pull it down inthe same order. This is 
certainly an impossibility; for, as ‘Sankardchdrya in his com- 
mentary on the above mentioned Brakmasatra justly points 
out, if the destruction of effect follows that of parts, there 
iust be an interval when the parts have vanished hut the 
effect remains. Where could the effect reside in this interval? 
Not on the intermediate parts which are already extinct, nor 
on the ultimate atoms between which and the final effect 
there is no direct connection. The existence of the effect in 
absence of the parts is as absurd as it would be impossible 
to take away the foundation ofa house without bringing 
down the roof. The theory of destruction laid down by the 
ancient Naiydyikas is therefore opposed to reason as well as 
experience. (But the view of the moderns is not so incon- 
sistent with the natural order of things. Their theory that 
destruction of effects is produced by the dissolution ofthe 
union of parts is equally reconeilable with the old Nazydyika 
doctrine and the Vedantie doctrine, according ay we conceive 
the process of destruction to begin from the non-intimate cauge 
of gage and end with that of the final product, or vice verse. 
The old Naiydyika theory is positively opposed to the order 
of nature, while the modern is reconcilable with if, ! 
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8. The Na/yüyskas accept the old mythological idea of 
two cosmic dissolutions, an अवांतरप्रलय (intermediate dis- 
solution ) when all tangible products only are destroyed, and 
à महाप्रलय (universal dissolution) when all things, material 
and immaterial, are merged in the primum mobile, that is, 
the atoms. These periodical creations and destructions, says 
T. D., are proved on the authority of the Srut text धाता यथा- 
पूर्वमकल्पयत्‌, ‘the Creator made the creation as before, the 
word ‘ before’ implying that there was a previous creation 
of which the present one is a copy. 


6. This isa convenient place for an explanation of the 
VNaiydyka परमाणुबाद or Indian atomic theo- 
१९९ doctrine OF vy ay it is ‘essentially connected with the 
, evolation and ultimate form of the first 
four substances. The Nyiye theory of creation and destruc- 
tion as explained above presupposes the existence of atoms, 
while the division of carth, water, light and air, into eternal 
and non-eterual is founded on the same fact. T. D. therefore 
properly asks and answers here the question what is the 
proof for the existence of these atoms on which so large a 
part of १४४७ and  Vaiseshika doctrines seems to be based, 
The argument brictly pnt by T. D. may be explained thus: 
Every visible thing is composed of parts, for a thing in ordei 
to be visible must have three dimensions, length, breadth aud 
thickness; and these dimensions necessarily presuppose 
smaller parts. A line has length because it is a succession 
of many points, while a surface has length and breadth be- 
cause it is n series of lines placed side-ways. A mathemati- 
cal point ou the other hand having no dimension can never 
be perceived and is really, speaking uothing but a notion. 
Having established this universal and self-evident proposi- 
tion that every visible thing has parts (यंत्र यत्र चाक्षुषद्रव्यत्बं WW 
सावयवत्वं यथा पटे ), we get the further axiom, also provéd by 
experience, that every object having parts is divisible into 
any number- of smaller parts, From these two axioms we 
6 
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come to the conclusion that by gradually dividing and sub- 
dividing a thing howsoever large, we can arrive at particles 
ag minute as we please. But the same experience which 
gives us the above two self-evident axioms puts a limit to 
our power of division, and we find that beyond a certain 
limit we cannot go on dividing a particle ad infinitum. In 
modern times Chemistry has increased this power of divi- 
sion largely but still it is not indefinite, and science is 
forced to assume a limit on which it bases all its calcul- 
ations. This limit is the परमाणु of १४८४८ and the atom of 
European scientists, the smallest of the small, and the 
ultimate constituent of all matter in universe.( Human mind 
cannot think without having some purely simple notions 
which it combines into complex ideas, and these simple 
notions must have their counter parts, such as the atoms, 1n 
the external world. This is the genesis of the atomic theory, 
and the Nazydyika argument to prove the existence of परमाणु 
is essentially the same, although elothed in the phraseology 
of their peculiar dogmas. The smallest visible particle is the 
mote in the sunbeam which is called sqaure, satu, or aie, 
that is, a tertiary atom. This mote being visible must have 
parts. Each of these parts again, called gure is divisible 
into smaller parts because it produces the large magnitude 
in the सरेण, just as the thread ofa large piece of cloth is 
itself divisible. To explain this it must be noted here that 
-in Nyáya theory the महत्त्व, magnitude, is a distinct species of 
dimension from अछुत, and cannot therefore be produced 
from it. If garg had no parts and were itself the ultimate 
particle, its अणुत्ब would have been incapable of producing 
the महत्त्व of square; while by assuming a further subdivision 
of gaw into two atoms, we can account for the magnitude 
of supe by saying that it is the number of atoms compos- 
ing the binaries forming a squrg, and not their atuse, that 
gives rise to the latter’s magnitude. It is for this reason 
that while two atoms make one binary molecule three 
binaries are thought necessary to make up a tertiary. The 


number two only intensifies in the product the परिमाण of 
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each part; and thus the compound of two binaries, which 
are amr, would be अछुतर ?. ८. still more minute, and not महल्‌ 
as the squrq really is. Therefore the number of binaries 
composing the eura: is fixed at three to account for its mag- 
nitude, while, no such reason existing in the case of gxmrv, 
the number of its parts. e. the atoms, need not be more 
than two. Hence the mnemonical couplet, 'ज्ञालसूर्यभरीचिस्थे 
यत्सक्ष्मं CLT रजः | तस्य षष्ठतमो भागः Tare: स उच्यते ॥ The atom 
is the sixth part of the little mote which we see in the sun- 
beam coming through the window. 


10. The question then arises in what respect does the अणुत्व 
of a binary differ from the अणुत्व of an atom. That the two. 
are different cannot be disputed, because atoms being parts 
of binaries must be smaller, and also because their परिमाण 
has a distinct name पारिमाण्डल्य which is never applied to 
binaries. Now, according to the law that like produces like, 
the अणत्व of à gaure must be greater in degree than the पारि- 
माण्डल्य of a परमाणु, that is, a binary must be more minute 
than the atom, which is absurd. To obviate this difficulty 
as well as that about the महरव in square, the Naiydyikas mako 
an exception of atoms and binaries to the usual rule that 
the magnitude of the product is nothing but the magnitudes 
of parts intensified so many times. They assert that the 
magnitude of the product is produced by any one of the 
three causes, viz. the magnitude, the number, or the parti- 
cular arrangement of parts. Kandda, in the aphorism क्रारण- 
agara,“ by the च in which according to commentators we 
are to understand the two other causes कारणमहरव and प्रचय- 
विशेष, lays down this multiplicity of causes, and expressly 
distinguishes awa from महत्त्व in the next aphorism. While 
the महत्त्व of products from अयु upwards is caused by कारण- 
महत्त्व as well as प्रचय, अणुत्व is caused by eger or number of 
parts only. But here cames the question why we should 
stop at the sixth part of sw. There seems to have been a 
difference of opinion as to why we must go even so far. 
Some are for stopping at gure and others at spf2 or same 
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even," bat no one appears to go beyond the परमाणु, except 
of course the Veddntens and the Sdnkhyas who deny the 
परमाणबाद altogether. The necessity of stopping at this limit 
is of course founded on the ugual argument of regressus ad 
infinitum. If we have to stop somewhere it 18 better that we 
should stop at the earliest limit available ; for, as T. D. puts 
It,'1f this परसाण also is a product of still smaller parts, there 
Will be अनवस्था. The same argument 18 often put 1n another 
Way. Why is this Jar distinct from or larger or smaller than 
that piece of cloth or that Jar? The answer is that the con- 
Stituent parts of this Jar are different or more or less 
numerous than those in the other. The parts of each are 
again larger or smaller according as they contain more or 
less sab-divisions. Reasoning in this way we find thata 
mountain is far bigger than a mustard seed, because the 
number of ultimate parts, that is the ütoms, is much larger 
in the first than in the second. These ultimate particles 
must be all indivisible aud of equal magnitude, because so 
long as there are degrees of size amongst them, there will 
be à possibility of reducing the larger to the size of the 
smaller, that is there will be further division. The indivisi- 
bility of atoms necessurily implies that thuy are all of equal 
size. «It 18 nothing but their greater or smaller number 
therefore that can make one thing, like the mountain Meru, 
big, and nat! cy tuiug, like 1 mustaid seed, small. To cal- 
culate these numbers we must have a common unit like 
qvum. If we however do not Tecoguize परमाणु und go on 
dividing ad infinitum, the aumber or parts in both things 
will bu equa: but the parts. will vary iu mignitude, and the 
quesiion Why one Is larger than the other will ever remain 
nnsolved. Thns the parts m both the Meru and the mustard 
seed being always the same in number, namely infinite, 
there is no reason why the one thing should differ 1n size 
from-the other, and perfect equality ought to exist between 
the two ( मेरूसर्षप्रयोस्तुल्यत्बप्रसङ्गः ). If however, we fix upon a 
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unit like परमाणु, we can easily account for their different 
magnitudes by the varying number of atomsin each. It can 
be easily guessed from this that the statement made above 
that the magnitude of a thing depends on the number (age) 
or the size ( महत्त्व ) or the peculiar arrangement ( प्रचयविशेष ) 
of its parts was only provisional, the real cause in all cases 
being the number of ultimate parts, while the latter two 
causes were simply the variations of the first. This may 
perhaps account for their omission in the original aphorism 
of Kandda.* 


11. A third but nota very convincing argument for proving 
the necessity of atoms may be stated in Dr. Roer’s words-— 

«To say that the point where the end is obtained is not 
eternal would be to admit the production of an effect from a 
thing which is notin the connection of intimate relation. 
Therefore this point is eternal. As the continual progress 
from one great thing to another still greuter finds ils end 
in the assumption of the sky and other intinite substances, 
so there mast also be ultimately s cessation of the progress 
from small toa smaller thing. Thus the necessity of atoms 
is proved.’’| 


12. Such is the परमाणवाद which originally distinguished Vai- 

| seshika philosophy from others, and which 
Peke Cr » Wasafterwardsimportedinto various other 
systems. It closely resembles the doctrine 

of atoms which found acceptance with several Greek philo- 
sophers. Leucippus considered the basis of all bodies to 
consist of extremely fine particles, differing im form and 
nature, which he supposed to be dispersed throughout space 


and to which the followers of Epicurus first gave the name 


of atoms. To these atoms he attributed a rectilinear motion, 
in consequence of which such as are homogeneous were 
united, whilst the lighter ones were dispersed thronghout 
space. The universe was made of matter consisting of 
ultimate indivisible atoms which are indestructible and 
Be eg ee डा 20:75: oes 511० YIM / 03017 
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eternal. Empedocles and Anaxagoras did not exclude mind 
and spirit from this atom-born universe, thus partially agree- 
ing with Kanáda who excludes spirit but includes mind and 
intellect in matter. Leucippus and Democritus excluded 
both. Epicurus added nothing to the doctrine. The परमाण- 
बाद of Kandda also materially agrees with the modern 
atomic theory of Dalton on which the whole science of 
chemistry may be said to be founded. The conception of 
atoms, simple as it seems when once comprehended, is one 
of the most subtle and shows a considerable advance of 
philosophical thought. The doctrine has been sharply 
criticized by S’ankardchérya and other Vedantie writers, 
and their criticisms have greatly tended to diminish its 
popularity; but the credit of originality is none the Jess due 
to the philosopher who first discovered it. 


Sect. XIV. आकाशम. 


1686 or ether ıs that which has sound for its (special) 
quality. It rs one, all-pervading and eternal. 


1. This definition of ether differs from the preceding four 
in that the word खुण is inserted in it, when 

Akééa or ether the author might have as well said दब्दवत 
Or शाब्दसमवाये आकाशम्‌. What is then the 

propriety of the word छण? V. V. and S. C. explain it as 
intended to controvert the doctrine of BAátía Mimámsakas 
that sound is a substance and not a quality ; but the explana- 
tion is rather far-fetched. That of N. B. and Nilakantha 
is better, namely that the word gor is used for विजद्येषणण and 
implies that sound 1s the special quality of ether and ether 
alone, as distinguished from all other substances. Colour 
and other qualities are found in several substances, and eveu 
odour, the special quality of earth, is often associated with 
water and air; but sound is always confined to ether. 
Hence the author defined earth as simply weqadt while 
he defines ether as sayoa. As to the Mimámsá 
doctrine that sound. is substance, it is already denied 
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by the mention of शब्द among the gunas. Akáša is also 
defined as संयोगाजन्यजन्यविशेषछणसमानाधिकरणविशिषाधिकरणम्‌ * 2. e. 
ether is the seat of that particularity ( विशेष) which coexists 
with a special quality (sound) that is created but not produced 
from, conjunction. Ether being eternal and all-pervading 
has a ब्रिशेष of its own, but this बिशेष is distinguished from 
that of soul, as it is accompanied by a created special quality 
2. e. sound, and hence the qualification जन्यबिदोषयुण etc. 
But then the particularities in atoms are also accompanied 
by created qualities and hence they have to be exclud- 
ed by the further epithet संयोगाजन्य, the special quali- 
ties in atoms such as पाकजरूप being ofien अभ्निसंयोगजन्य. 
This elaborate definition therefore ultimately amounts 
to the sume as gega. ther is the best available 
though uot quite accurate English equivalent for Akasa 
because 1t resembles the latter in being an all-pervading and 
imponderable substance. Ether however carries light and 
heat only, and uot sound, which function is .-sizncd by mod. 
ern science to the atmosphere. Ether therefore resembles 
487. in all respects, except its special quality of producing 
sound. Both ether and Asda are substances proved by in- 
ference, that is, their existence is presumed in order to account 
for certain natural phenomena, such as the diffusion of 
light and sound which are otherwise inexplicable. 


2. Kanüdat concludes sound to be the sign (fae) of Akasa 
by process of exhaustion, because no other 
substance is capable of having sound as its 
quality. The question in what respects 
Aida differs from Dik will be discussed under Dik. The 
fact seems to be that the names ofthe five elements including 
44646 came downto the Naiydyikas froma very ancient source, 
and that they had no choice but to recognize them ifthey want- 
ed to preserve their orthodoxy. They only assigned to each such 
place and functions as harmónized with their own physical 
theory ofthe universe.Our author mentions three characteris- 
ties of Akáša, that it isone, all-pervading, and eternal. The 
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Why sound ts the 
attribute of AkGS8 a. 
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epithet one implies that the mention of numerous 86४८8 
such as घटाकाश and मठाकाडा in common parlance is due to 
surg and cannot be real. Being one and emitting sound 
everywhere, ether 13 necessarily all-pervading; and being all- 
pervading it must be eternal also. Being fay -låsa is अती- 
fem, umperceptible, and therefore known only by inference. 
The syllogism may be put thus: geez: प्रथिव्यायश्टद्रव्यातिरिक्त- 
द्रव्याश्रितः | अट्द्रव्यानाश्रितत्वे साति समवायिकारणवत्त्वात्‌ | यज्निवं aaa, 
यथा रूपस्‌. 


3. T. D. defines gta, all-pervasion, 8 सर्चमूर्तद्रव्यस॑योगित्वम, 
contact with all corporeal objects. Corpo- 
Vibhutva reality (ager) again is defined as परिच्छिन्न- 
परिसाणवत््वम्‌, the quality of having definite 
dimensions. xg is defined by N. B. as क्रियाबद्द्रव्यत्वम्‌- Cor- 
poreal substances are thus cither those that have definite 
dimensions or that hive motion. The second definition prac- 
tically amounts to the same as the first, becanse action or 
motion implies movement of either the parts or the whole 
from one place to another, and that is not possible unless 
the substance is limited in space The corporeal substances 
are five: earth, water, light, air, and mind. They and their 
common properties are enumerated as follows:—- 


tafand तथा तेजः पवनो मन एव च। 
परापरत्वम्तत्वक्ियावेगाअया अमी ॥ 1 


These liowever do not constitnte a separate class, agthey 
come under Udayana!s exception, cross-division.t The class 
of five मूर्त dravyas crosses with that of five भूत. dravyas, the 
first four being common to both, but मनस्‌ of the one class being 
replaced by आकाश in the other. The distinction between ud 
and wq is simple. मूर्त dracyas are coporeal substances that 
are limited in space and have definite dimensions; while the 
भूत dravyas are not necessarily so. They are simply element- 
al substances which singly or by combination among themsely- 
es become the material causes ofall the products inthe world. 


harsan 


* B, P. 24. 
T Vida note supra. p, 92, 
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मनस्‌ though atomic does not produce anything else and is 
not therefore we, while आऊाश though all-pervading pro- 
duces sound. The other four substinces are of course both 
सूत and aq. ater is opposed to विभुत्व ( all-pervasion ), भूतत्व 
to कार्यरहितत्व or अविकारित्व ( invariability ). Soul is only a 
substratum of knowledge and not being its material cause 
cannot be either wg or मूत. 


Secr. XV. काळः. 

Time is the ( special and instrumental) cause of the use of 

(words ) past etc. Ii is one and all-pervading. 
1. Annambhatia’s definition of time is very simple and is 
best for all practical purposes, although it 
7५४8 labours under the fault of being merely a 
verbal one. This and the succeeding de- 
finitions based on ब्यवहार are convenient descriptions of the 
things and are sufficient for their identification, but they do 
not convey the full connotation of the terms. व्यवहार is defined 
by V. V. aS घाक्यप्रयोगरूपः ?. e. statements such as past time 
and future time. The word हेतु here, as well as in the fol- 
lowing definitions where it is applied to व्यवहार, is to be 
understood in the restricted sense of असाक्षरणानिमित्तकारण, 
special and instrumental cause. Time is the instrumental 
cause of व्यवहार, as distinguished from 466४७ which is 
its material cause. व्यवहार of course is nothing more than 
words or sound. Similarly time is the special cause of 
व्यवहार alone, as distinguished on the one hand from all 
other effects of which time is only the general cause 
( साधारणकारण), and on the other, from space and other 
things which are enumerated as साधारणकारणानि along with 
time, and which are therefore the general causes of all 
effects including व्यवहार, Thus the word हेतु, when taken in 
the above restricted sense, frees the definition of time from 
three faults, viz. an अतिव्याप्ति 00७0७, a second आरतिन्यात्ति on 
space and other general causes, and an unnecessary restric- 
tion ( अव्याप्ति ) in calling time the cause of one thing only 
when it is really the cause of all effects. The definition in 
the text, being based on common usage of certain words, 
teaches us Na w about the thing itself, The utmost 
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that it tells us is that time is some unknown entity which 
is necessary to explain why we call certain occurrances as 
past, others as present and others as future. The fact of 
there being a common usage of those terms is proved by 
our daily experience, and the Naiydyika, finding no better 
way of explaining it, assumes an independent substance, 
which is its source but about the real character of which he 
is as much in the dark as those who deny the substance 
altogether. 


2. Another and apparently more accurate definition of 
time is that given by Visvandtha :— 


जन्यानां जनकः कालो जगतामाश्रयो मतः । 
परापरात्वधीहेतुः क्षणादिः स्यादुपाधितः ॥* 

This is compressed into परापरव्यतिकर-यौगपद्यायीगपय-चिरक्षिप्र- 
प्रत्ययकारणं द्रव्यं कालः thatis, time is the substance which is 
the (instrumental) cause of our cognitions of priority or post- 
eriority, simultaneity or otherwise, slowness or quickness. 
The only material difference between this and Annambhatta’s 
definition is that the latter's व्यवहार (common usage) is 
substituted by प्रत्यय ( cognition ). According to Annambhatta 
time is the cause of व्यवहार, that isa certain kind of speech 
or language; while according to Visvandtha and others it 
is the cause of certain kind of cognitions or mental notions. 
Now as language and thought are identical, or rather as 
language is but the outward expression of thoughts, both 
definitions practically amount to the same thing. There 
can be no outward expression unless there are mental 
notions previously, while according to many no thinking is 
possible without the aid of language. Anything therefore 
which is an essential element of the one must be so of the 
other also. Axnambhatta stops short at language and is 
therefore safe; Visvandtha, in going a step further to 
thought, treads on debatable ground; for one may,’ while 
accepting the instrumentality of time to व्यवहार 88 a broad and 
indubitable fact, deny that an independent entity like time is 
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the cause of our particular cognitions. For aught we know, 
the cognitions may be due to other causes, and when produced 
they constitute a separate class the common property of which 
we denote by the word time. It is therefore obvious that Annam- 
bhatta was wise in purposely making his definition simple 
and somewhat vague. 


3. The question what is time essentially, apart from its 
being the cause of any व्यवहार or धी, remains to be answered; 
and it has remained unanswered till now in spite of the 
various speculations of Indian and European philosophers. 
Among the Indians, Sénkhyas denied the existence of an 
independent entity like time, including it under 6865, while 
some modern Naiydyikas identify time and space with God. 
Time being an incorporeal and imperceptible substance is 
only inferrible. The argument may be stated thus: परत्यापरत्वे 
सासमवायिकारणके । भावकार्यत्वाद्धटबत- It must be remembered 
that time being संयोगरूप is the असमवायिकारण of the qualities 
परत्व and अपरत्व, which have the substances in which they 
reside for their material causes. The संयोग with which time 
is here identified is the contact of रविक्रिया or तपनपरिस्पन्द (mo- 
tions of the sun) with material objects like घट. These mo- 
tions of the sun constitute the Upddhis that mark the 
divisions of time such as moments, days and months. 


4. Time is regarded as one, all-pervading and eternal entity 
Iu like Akio, its particular divisions like 
eee. and those of Akáśa, being due to Upddhi 
l and therefore unreal. Here Annambhatta 

probably means to deny the doctrine ofa section of Nazydyikas 


who assign reality to moments only, and regard time in 
general as merely a collection of such moments. Itis clear 
from the above that the JVaiyáyikas did not apply the test 
of a searching analysis to the conception of time, justas 
Kant for instance has done in modern times. In his Critique 
of Pure Reason, Kant arrives at the conclusion that the 
conception of time as well as those of space and causality 
' are ultimate facts lying at the basis of all experience and 
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are derived from intuition only. We cannot account for it by 
any theory founded on experience, because experience itself 
is possible only when we have first the idea of time. It 
seems the Naiydyekas had a faint notion of this fact, which 
they roughly expressed by saying that time is the cause of 
speech ( व्यवहार ) or thought (धी). 


Sect. XVI. दिक. 

Space is the (special and instrumental) cause of the 
employment of words East, etc. It 1s one, all-pervading and 
evernal. 

1. The definition of space in the text is modelled 

on that of time. Viseundtha gives 
Space, a more comprehensive and accurate 
definition, दूरान्तिकादिधीहेतुः the cauge of 

(our) notions of far and near.* Another definition 
of space given in Sarv. D. S. is more technical, अकालत्वे 
सत्यविशेषडणा महती, t ‘space is that which not being time is 
extensive and isdevoid of any special quality’. Space, like 
time, is one all-pervading and eternal, while its varieties 
which are counted four or ten or any larger number, are due 
to Upádhi. The conception of space very nearly corresponds 
to that of time, although the two things can be sufficiently 
distinguished to make them sepirate entities. The remarks 
as to time in the preceding notes apply mutatis mutandis to 
space also. The difference between time and space is slight 
but clear. Time is the cause of कालिकपरत्व, space of देशिकपरत्व, 
The उपाधि which diversifies time is production, orin fact,any . 
kind of action, while the उपाये in the case of space 18 contact 
with corporeal objects, जन्यमात्रे क्रियामात्रं वा कालोपाधिः । मूर्तमात्रे 
fumi: (S. 0.). This means that the divisions of time are 
determined by production and destruction of things, while 
those of space by the greater or smaller number of visible 
Objects that intervene between two spots. 

2. Another distinction between time and space is ;— 

नियतोपाध्युक्षायकः कालः | अनियतोपाध्युन्नायिका fra. 1 
C 9g. P. 46. —— 
T Barv. D. S Calc. ed. p. 104. 
t V. 8. Up. Calo. ed. p. 126. 
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The relations oftime are constant, for when & moment 
of time is said to be present or future with reference to any 
object or event, it is always so; while the relations of space 
are often varying, that is, the spot of ground, which may be 
eastward of one thing at one time, might be westward of 
the same thing at another or of a different thing at the 
same time. This means that the divisions of time are fixed 
and settled, while those of space are relative only. This 
is not however quite correct, for the relations of time are 
in fact as varying as those of space. The same object or 
event which is past in reference to one moment may be 
future or present with reference to another. The only 
positive assertion that we can make about the two concep- 
tions is that they are complementary to each other and 
cannot vary at the same moment; that is, we can speak of 
different times only with reference to a particular spot, and 
of different spaces with reference to a specific moment of 
time. Like time, space is inferrible only, the inference 
being expressed in the form: देशिकपरत्वापरत्वे सासमवायेकारणके i 
भावकार्य त्वाद्धटवत्‌. | 


3. It may be asked in what respect does D:k differ from 

हि 486. and why the two are separately 
Akasa and Dik recognized. Of course as treated in the 
Nydya system the difference between the 

two is too patent. 46656 isa भूतद्रव्य, Dik not; 4888. is the 
material cause of sound and has a special quality; Dik does 
not produce sound and has no special quality; Dik resembles 
time in being the general cause of all effects, while Akasa, 
like earth and other material substances, produces one kind 
of effect only, namely, sound. Akáša belongs to the region 
of matter, Dik to the province of mind; 48686 has an 
objective existence, Deh is known by subjective experience 
only. In this way the two ‘can be easily differentiated, but 
the question goes deeper. The objector will admit that 
ether and space, as conceived by the Nazydyikas may be 
different entities, but he may still ask, why they are con- 
ceived so different at all. In what respect do they differ 
essentially; and if-one is dropped, cannot its functions 


} 


194 Tarka-Sangraha. [ SHOT. XVI. 


be assigned to the other? Jt is not easy to answer the 
question in this form, because the conceptions of ether and 
space are extremely vague and general. It appears however 
that the Naydyikas recognized the two entities, because 
they could not reconcile the notion of a material cause of 
sound with that of a general cause of all effects. A thing 
which produces a positive material quality like sound must 
be material; but then it cannot be the instrumental cause 
of mere relations like परत्व and अपरत्व, which constantly vary 
and have, so to say, only a mental existence. Besides it is 
possible that Akasa had already taken its place in the 
popular mind as one of the five elements before the time of. 
Naiydyikas, and they had therefore no choice but to incor- 
porate it into their system, while they invented a new sub- 
stance called Dik to account for ideas and notions, that 
could not be attributed to 1868० as it was then conceived. 
Whatever may be the case, the distinction between the two 
as defined in the Vydya system is perfectly clear. 


नायक रमन नरम hematoma 


Secr. XYII, आत्मा. 

The Soul 1s the Substratum of Knowlege. Heis two-fold, 
Human and Supreme. Of these the Supreme Soul is the All- 
powerful, Omnascient God, devoid of pleasure and pain. The 
Human Soul is different in each body and is all-pervading and 
sternal. 

1. The eighth substance is Soul, which is defined as ‘the 

substratum of knowledge. The word आधि- 

Soul. करण here implies that the knowledge re- 

sides in the soul by intimate relation 
(समवाय); otherwise the definition might overlap time and 
space, which are the receptacles of all things ( सर्वाधार) by 
कालिक and देशिक relations respectively. This soul is of two 
kinds, Supreme and Human, of whom (az) the Supreme 
Soul, namely God, is One and Omniscient, while the human 
Soul is all-pervading, eternal, and different in each body. The 
soul being अमूर्त is inferrible only, the argument being that 
the existence of organs of sense and their appropriate 
objects implies a distinct knower who can use them. 
करणव्यापारः सकर्तुकः | करणव्यापारत्वात्‌ । छिंदिक्रियायां वास्यादिव्यापार- 
wq! The activity of organs must have an agent to ac- 
count for it, for every instrument requires an agent to handle 
it, as for instance, an axe in cutting. Kandda’s aphorism 
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likewise runs इन्द्रियार्थप्रसिद्धिरिन्द्रियाथेन्योड्थान्तरस्य हेतुः” The 
followers of Gotama however confine this inference to the 
Supreme Soul only, holding the human soul to be capable of 
being perceived. Another argument to prove the existence 
of soul 18 'ुद्धथादयः परथिव्यायरद्रव्यातिरिक्तद्रव्याश्रिताः । पूृथ्थिव्यायशद्र- 
व्यानाश्रितत्वे साति छणत्वात्‌ | Aart aaa, यथा रूपादि । The soul has 
to be inferred because a substratum is wanted for the quali- 
ties बद्धि सुख दुःख इच्छा द्वेष प्रयत्न धर्म and अधर्म, which cannot 
reside in any one of the eight inanimate substances, 
earth etc. 

2. As souls are innumerable it may be said that they 
constitute a class and have a common property आत्मत्व, 
residing in all of them. आत्मा therefore may be defined as 
आत्मत्वसामान्यवान or असूर्तसमवेतद्रव्यत्वापरजातिः{- According to 
the latter definition, soul is a species of substance having a 
common property that is intimately connected with an 
incorporeal thing. As there are four incorporeal substances, 
ether, time, space and soul, of which the first three being 
single do not form a class, आत्मत्व will be the only sub-class 
of zeaz that is intimately connected with an incorporeal 
thing. To this definition however some might object on the 
ground that as Supreme and human souls are dissimilar 
in every respect, they cannot be huddled together in one 
class, and there cannot therefore be any common जाते as 
amana; at least such a जाति will not reside in ईश्वर. The 
answer to this objection is that possession of knowledge 
is 8 property common to both kinds of souls, whatever 
be their other differences, and it is sufficient to make आत्मत्व 
a ज्ञाति covering both the Supreme and the human souls. 
This is implied in such general Vaidic texts as आश्मा 
arst द्रष्टव्यः. $ The argument is characteristic and very impor- 
tant too. It is characteristic because it shows “how a single 
common property often suffices the Naiydyikas to form 
a class notwithstanding that the individuals might dis- 
agree in all other respects. The argument also explains the 
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anomaly of including such too quite distinct and dissimilar 
things as Supreme and human souls under one category. No 
two conceptions can be more opposed to each other than 
those of God and the human soul. One is Omniscient and 
One, the other is ignorant and numerous. One is the Creator 
and Master of the universe, the other is the slave and the 
plaything of fate. One is entirely free from pleasure and pain, 
the other is subject to all transient passions. Almost every 
attribute, that can be predicated of one is necessarily denied 
of the other. And yet the Naiyáyikas have grouped both of 
them together, because they have the single common 
characteristic of possession of knowledge. This knowledge 
again is different in both, being eternal in the Supreme, and 
evanescent in the humansouls, but that does not necessarily 
make the two souls totally dissimilar. This seems to be 
the reason why Annambhatia has given ज्ञानाधिकरणत्व as a 
general definition of आत्मा in preference to others that are 
debatable, The word azz ( life ) also seems to be purposely 
avoided in defining आत्मा, because in the wider sense of the 
term even plants have चैतन्य, but they fall under विषय as 
they have no आत्मा according to a section of the Nau yikas. 
चैतन्य can be identified with आत्मा in its narrower sense only, 
namely, conscious life. 


3. The method of grouping God and man together as sub- 
divisons of one category as well as the 
argument with which it isdefended appear 
somewhat arbitrary and have led some 
writers to suspect that the आत्मा in the original aphorisms 
of Kanáda meant जीवात्मा only, aud the inclusion of God or 
परमात्मा under the same category was due to commentatorial 
ingenuity. It is said that all the descriptions and arguments 
to prove the existence of soul evidently apply to जीवात्मा, 
while there is no clear and „specific mention of God 
in the aphorisms of either Kandda or Gotama.* Some 
have argued from this circumstance that both the Nydya 
and the Vaiseshika systems were at first atheistic. 


Are the 7678 eshi- 
kas atheists. 
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Without however going so far we might assume that the 
guess is not very wide ofthe mark and that Kandda and 
Gotama might have at first purposely excluded God from 
their systems, not as being totilly non-existent, but as 
being beyond and above the phenomenal world with which 
their systems were chiefly concerned. Porsibly the aphor- 
ists confined themselves to a classification and diseussion 
of sublunary things only without minding the supernatural 
agency, while commentators considering this as a defect, 
supplied the omission by inserting God under the only 
category where lt was possible to do so. Thus for instance, 
while Pra$astapáda says nothing abont God, his commen- 
tator Sridhara classes God along with the bhumi soul, 
although the former has six and the latter fourteen qual- 
ities.” Whatever be the truth, the Naiyiysias do not 
attach much importance to the inclusion of God under 
आत्मन and always speak of him as an independent entity 
whenever occasion requires. When they speak of soul, 
they generally mean जीवात्मा only. This is another illus- 
tration how a love of symmetry and completeness which 
characterises Indian systematists often overrides their 
philosophical accuracy. The student should also note the 
fact that soul is here mentioned as one of the substances, 
along with earth, water etc. ‘Nothing can show better the 
materialistic tendency of Nydya philosophy than this in- 
clusion of spirit under the same category as dead matter. 


4. The T. D. supplies a deficiency in the text as it were 
by stating in full the celebrated Naiydyika 

Existence of God. argument to prove the existence of God. 
The argument is a, reply to an atheist, 

like CAárcáka or Bauddha, who absolutely denies the ex- 
istence of God because there is no positive proof of it. God, 
say the atheists, cannot be perceived, because, being a 
colourless substance, He is not the object ofexternal senses; 
nor can He be perceived mentally, as He is far removed 
from pain and pleasure felt by the soul. God cannot 
also be inferred as no similar instance can be piven to 
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support the inference. As to amra or lestimony it is 
useless, first bevause it 18 not universally accepted as a 
valid proof, and secondly because the Vedas themselves 
depend for their authority on God and caunot therefore 
prove His existence. Our author denies this and declares 
the existence of God provable by inference based on 
the universally accepted principle of causality. The 
argument is 


क्षित्यंकुरादिकं कर्तृजन्य । कार्यत्वात्‌ | यद्यत्कार्ये qesdered wm wat 
Every effect must have an agent; 
The universe is an effect; 


.. It must have an agent. 


This agent is called God. It should be noted that this 
argument is founded on several assumptions; ११४. 1 that 
the relation of cansulity is universal, 2. e. every offect must 
have a cause; ? that every product must have a sentient 
and intelligent producer; 3 that this world is such a product; 
and 4 that its producer must be such au extraordinary 
Being as God. The first, says the Varydyko, is a self- 
evident axiom, known to us intuitively asit were, and cor- 
roborated by experience. The second is proved by daily 
observation, because we see that a jar is made by a potter 
and a piece of cloth is woven by a weaver, without whom 
they could not have been produced. Creation resulis from 
some kind of motiou in the atoms, and motion requires 
previous effort or volition. This last being the quality of 
sentient soul only, it follows that no creation iy possible 
unless there is a sentient being pre-existing tu set the parti- 
cles of matter in motion. The third assumption, that this 
world is à product is also based on observation. -Plants and 
animals are products because we 860 their birth, growth and 
death. These occurrances cannot be Spontaneous, and 
there must be some hidden agency to prompt them. Be- 
sides they happen with such a remarkable regularity that 
one is forced to think that the agenvy directing them must 


k 


bean intelligent one, and noi simply .drisÁía, fate or 
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destiny, which is assumed to be a universal cause of all 
creation. The last premise necessarily tollows from the 
preceding ones, because a Creator of this multifarious 
universe must be Omniscient and Omnipotent, and in fact 
must possess all attributes usually ascribed to God; other- 
wise he will be either incapable of creiting or be himself 
liable to creation and destruction. This reasoning is of 
course powerless against au opponent who denies any one 


ofthe above premises or the validity of the common ex- 
perience on whieh they are founded. 


he 


0. T. D. delines कर्तृत्व as उपादानगोचरापरोक्षज्ञानचिकीर्षाकातिमतत्वस्‌ 
b.2. the agent 15016 who possesses (three things) an intimate 
cognizance of Lhe material cause, a will to act, and an effort. 
The three attributes ज्ञान,इच्छा and इत्ति are closely related to one 
another as cause and effect. There cannot be au effort (छाति) 
unless there isa will, and a will to produce can only arise 
when there is previously direct cognition of the material 
cause on which the will is to operate. अपरीक्षज्ञान 18 required 
because mere knowledge of an absent ( परोक्ष) miterial cause, 
such as earth ma pit or cotton on the tree, will not suffice. 
The material must be at hand and under the agents control at 
the time of creation. ‘It is suggested by seme and with 
great plausibility, that the definition of कर्तृत्व may be con- 
fined to छत्तिमत्त्वस simply, as छाति being the final stage neces- 
sarily presupposes the other two ज्ञान aud इच्छा. It follows 
that the Creator of the universe must have direct knowledge 
of the atoms of all substances, must have a will to create, 
and also power to bring about such u creation. He must 
therefore be Omniscient and Omnipotent, 

0. The weakness of the argument to prove a Creator 
lies in the third and the fourth of the aforesaid four assum- 
ptions which are not accepted by many. eHow do we 
know for instance that this universe is a product ? Indi- 
vidual things in the world may be products in our common 
acceptation of the term, but that does not necessarily 
prove that the whole is a product too. The whole does 
not always share the nature of the parts, as for instance 
ine windmill although each particle moves, the whole is 
stationary. Secondly, our human, experience béing limited 
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we cannot positively say that everything in this world is 
a product and that there is nothing which 1s not produced. 
Thirdly, Nazydyikas themselves accept several eternal things 
such as atoms, ether, time, space, souls and minds. If these 
are eternal, they cannot be products and can have no 
Creator. If they are excepted, the Creator of the remainder 
cannot be omniscient and omnipotent. Anyhow the Vydya 
theory of God is inconsistent with their other doctrines. 
Fourthly, since every intelligent agent must have a will, 
God also must have desire and the consequent feelings of 
pleasure and pain. He cannot therefore be much better 
than frail mortals. : Lastly, to call this world a product or 
effect is begging the whole question; for cause and effect 
being merely correlative terms, a thing cannot be called effect 
unless and until its canse is proved. The universe therefore 
cannot be called a product unless you first independently 
prove the existence of its Creator. ‘Such are some of the 
eljections advanced by the Vedántins and other monistic 
philosophers against the teleological argument of the 
Narydykas. The controversy as to an independent Creator of 
the Universe ultimately resolves itself into the distinction 
between dualism and monism. 

7. The student willdo well to master the full armoury 
of Nyáya arguments by which the existence of a personal God 
outside the universe is proved. These arguments or proofs 
are summed up by Udayanáchárya in the following verse:— 

कार्यायोजनछत्यादेः पदात्‌ प्रत्ययतः श्चुतः । 
वाक्यात्‌ सदख्याविरोषाञ्च साध्यो विश्वाविदठ्ययः ॥ * 

“ From effects, combination, support etc., from traditional 
arts, from authoritativeness, from S'ruti, from sentences 
thereof, and from particular numbers—an everlasting Omnig- 
cient Being is to be established."4 

The first of these eipht or nine arguments to prove the 
existence of God is the sume as the one discussed above, 
viz. that a Creator is necessary to account for this pheno- 
menal world. The second आयोजन' or ‘combination ? is ex- 
plained as the action which produced the union of two atoms 
forming the binary compound at the beginning of creation, 

— *Ku.V.l Ind Gove Trans, Bib. Iu o. el 1 Lod. Cowell’s Trans, Bib. In. p. 64, 
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and which being action, required an intelligent actor. The 
third proof, ‘snpport’ means that the world depends upon 
some being who prevents it from falling. The etc. (आदि) in- 
cludes destruction of the world and presupposes a destroyer. 
Pada here means पटाद्सम्प्रदायव्यबहार, that is, traditional arts 
of weaving cloth etc. which could have been invented at 
first only by some intelligent being. ‘ Authoritativeness ’ is 
a certain virtue inherent in the Vedas whereby they produce 
right knowledge 1n us, and therefore implying a Being who 
imparted that virtue. The proof of Srutz establishes a 
Being who made the Vedas what they are. Againthe Vedas 
consisting of sentences must have been produced by some 
author just as AMahddhdrata and other books. The last 
proof, * number, ° requires a little explanation. «Jt 1s held 
that the magnitude ofa binary i8 produced not from the 
infinitisimality ( पारिमाण्डल्य ) of atoms but from the number 
(two ) of the atoms composing the binary;* and it is also a 
Nydya doctrine that the conceptions of duality and sub- 
sequent numbers are produced in things by an effort of the 
mind. The duality therefore which produced binaries at the 
beginning of creation must have been first conceived by 
some intelligent being existing before creation. Number is 
thus a proof of the existence of God. Udayanáchárya also 
establishes God's existence in another way, namely, first 
by proving Adrishkta or destiny, and then arguing that the 
inanimate destiny must have some intelligent Being to 
regulate it.T Many of these arguments of JVyáya writers are 
identical with those given by Aristotle and widely used in 
modern times by Paley and the Christian divines. The idea 
of God or a Supreme and Omniscient Creator of the world, 
which was at first rather fant in the Sdtras, came to occupy 
an important place in the Nydya system as developed in 
later times. 
8. Nydya writers, while unanimous on the point of God's 
existence, do notagree asto his attributes. 
God's attributes. Some hold that God can make creation 
although He has no body owing to absence 
of any Adrishta in his case; others say that God may be 
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sometimes endowed with a body ( ag in the various incarna- 
tions) by our .idrisfa, just as a woman gets a body 
according to the .ldTsshiu of her hnsband. A third school 
calls the atoms the body of God; and a fourth assigns 
that honour to ether. A fifth section conceives God to be 
formed of two bodies, the Creator and the thing to be 
created, at the beginning of creation ; while a sixth one 
reaches the climax*by giving a body to God in the same way 
asa devil gets one for itself by possessing some human 
medium. All these speculations are due to attempts to 
overcome the difficulty how a Creator could create without 
having a physical body ay well as organs of sense and action. 
The Nyiye enumerates eight special qualities ot God, 
namely, number, ( the greatest ) dimension, severalty, dis- 
junction, intellect, desire and effort. The Supreme Soul 
differs from the human in not having pain, merit and deme- 
rit ; but there iy a controversy as to whether He has pleasure. 
The modern Naydykas hold on the authority of texts, 
such as नित्यं विज्ञानमानन्दं ब्रह्म, that God enjoys eternal happi- 
ness just as He has eternal knowledge, while the ancients 
interprete the word आनन्द as meaning simply दुःखाभाव, and 
deny any positive pleasure or pain to God. Annambhatia as 
usnal appears to prefer the ancient view; and hence probably 
the epithet छुखदुःखादिरहित which is found interpolated in 
some Mss. of T. S 


9. Having proved the existence of God, T. D. definesthe 
human soul as छुखाद्याश्रयः thereby exclud- 

Human Soul. ing God who is devoid of pleasure or pain. 
जीब is also described variously as इन्द्रियाय- 

fasat, or बन्धमोक्षयोग्य or जन्यज्ञानवान, all which epithets are 
merely contradictories of the attributes of God. The human 
soul can be easily proved to be distinct from body or organs, 
and also to be numerous, eternfil and all-pervading. The 
Chárvákas say that our body itself is the soul, because our 
self-consciousness * I am a man’ Tama Brahman,’ relates 
to the body ; but itis not so, because the self remains the 
same although the body changes as it grows from infancy 


to old age. Besides we have the opposite consciousness ‘ my 
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body, * my head’ etc. and we feel no diminution of self 
even if parts of body such as arms or legs be cnt off. Others 
maintain that the soul is identical with organs of sense as 
is proved by our consciousness ‘Iam blind ° +I am deaf’; 
but this is also not true, for the deprivation of any one or 
all the organs does not injure the soul. Again if the organs 
are soul, there would be as many different souls in a body 
as there are organs of sense, and besides, says T. D., we 
shall not have, as we havenow, theidentity of consciousness 
that the same person, 2. e. I, who saw the jar at a former 
time, touch it now. Nor is miud the sonl, as mind being 
atomic would be incapable of simultaneously apprehending 
many objects. The soul 18 therefore something different from 
allthese. The human souls are conceived to be numerous, 
and not one as the Veddniins hold, in order to account for 
the variety of experiences of pleasure, pain etc. in different 
bodies. The same soul however passes through several 
bodies; otherwise we cannot form certain impressious and 
habits ( such as the sucking of a new-born child) that seem 
to come to us intuitively as it were, and are really derived 
from our experionce in previous births. Plurality of souls 
is thus reconciled with the doctrine of transmigration. It 
follows from this that the human soul is eternal, for 
otherwise he cannot pass through several births without 
losing his identity. He must also be all-pervading, for he 
can neither be atomic nor of any intermediate magnitude. If 
atomic he can occupy only a minute spot in the body and 
thus cannot simultaneously feel pleasure or pain at distant 
parts of the body. If the soul hay an intermediate magnitude 
he will be liable to destruction by the enlargement or 
diminution of that magnitude. Again, how is this middling 
magnitude to be determined ? It will be either the same 
size as the body, as the Jai»as hold, or it will be different, 
being larger or smaller. In the latter case the soul would 
be too large or too small to exactly occupy the body as he 
should. In the former case the difficulty arises as to howa 
soul which was smallin the small body of a child could 


increase when the child grows to manhood; and similarly 
how the same soul which in one birth was of the size of an 
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elephant could in another birth be accommodated in the 
body of an ant. If it is said that the size varies, then it is 
not the sume soul, and there will bo different souls not only 
in different births but even at different stages of life. Hence 
the soul must necessarily be regarded as all-pervading. 
To thislast supposition an objection may be made thai 
euch all-pervading soul would occupy all bodies and thus 
the experiences of all beings would be cognized by every 
individual. The answer to this objection is that the 
soul though all-pervading cognises nothing by himself, 
but by contact with a mind which is separate and confined 
to each body. 
6. There is one point with respect to जीव which being 
controversial seems to have been purpose- 
How do we know ly omitted by T. D., namely whether जीव 
soul ; : ; . . 
is perceived or is only to be inferred like 
ether and other incorporeal substances. The followers of 
Gotama hold that ज्ञीब is perceptible by the mind because 
it is the object of such mental cognitions as * I am happy ’ 
or‘I am unhappy.’ The Vaiseshhas maintain that जीव 
is not perceptible even mentally, because the cognition ‘I 
am happy’ refers not to the pure Ego, but to the quality of 
pleasure or pain which thus becomes the sign of the exist- 
ence of जीव- A still greater objection to the perceptibility 
of soul is that he being the perceiver of everything cannot 
perceive himself, the knower and the known being always 
different. जीव is therefore only inferrible, the inference being 
छखादिसाक्षात्कारो दृव्याश्रितः । छणत्वादूषवत्‌- जीव may also be inferred 
from the existence of organs of sense, or of qualities such 
as बुद्धि Which can reside in soul alone. Several of these go~- 
called ‘signs’ of soul are enumerated in XKanáda's apho- 
7180--प्राणापान-निमेषोन्मेष-जीवन-मनोगतीन्द्रियान्तराविकाराः BAT 
खेच्छादेषभ्रयत्नाश्वात्मनो लिङ्गानि, * Annambhatta seems to favour 
the Vaiseshiha view of the ifferrible character of soul, 
though he does not explicitly say so. The human soul has 14 
special properties, for which see quotation, p. 85-6 Supra. 
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Mind ıs the organ which is the instrument of the cognition of 
pleasure etc. Being assigned to each soul, 


Mind. : 
it 28 countless atomic, and eternal. 


l. Etymologically mind is not simply the instrument of 
thought, ( मन्यतेञनेन ), but in reality its functions are 
much more extensive, because it is not only the direct 
cause of internal experience, such as that of pleasure 
and pain, but is also an aid in the perceptions of external 
senses. The Naiydyikas, strangely enough, give much prom- 
inence to the latter two functions of the mind, and entirely 
subordinate, if not actully deny, its character as the instru- 
ment of thinking, Even taking these two functions assig- 
ned to mind, it has a double character. It is both an organ 


of sense itself, and an accessory to other organs. Annam- 
Bhatta’s definition, being founded on the former of these 


two functions, distinguishes mind from other organs which 
give knowledge of external objects only, while mind brings 
about internal cognition of such things as lie beyond the 
province of the other organs. Hence the word उपलब्धि is 
purposely used here in the restricted sense of direct internal 
cognition; while साधन means an instrumental cause. By 
gare, V. V. remarks, are to be understood all qualities 
that reside in the soul by intimate relation, and which could 
therefore be perceived by mind alone. The word इन्द्रिय is 
purposely inserted in the definition to exclude soul as well 
as the conjunction of mind with soul, both of which aré 
instrumental in bringing about the cognition. If we how- 
ever take the word साधन in the strict sense ofa करण, the 
word इन्द्रिय seems to be unnecessary and may be dispensed 
with $ for आत्मा will be excluded as being the agent and not 
the करण proper of a cognition, while आत्ममनःसंयोग being 
व्यापार is distinct from the करण. Perhaps the word इन्द्रिय is 
introduced to contradict those theorists who refuse to call 
mind an organ; but of this later on. 


T. D. gives another definition, स्पर्शरहितत्वे साते क्रियावरवय 
which, though technically correct enough, does not give us 
much insight into the nature of the thing defined. Of the 
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five intangible substances, ether, time, space, soul and mind, 
the last alone, having a limited dimension, can act, while 
the first four being all-pervading can never have any motion. 
Mind being thus intangible and corporeal is only inferrible, 
the inference being, as usual in such cases, drawn from the 
functions assigned to ib. The mode of reasoning is to as- 
sume a certain cause to account for such effects or pheno- 
mena as are known to be undoubted facts and cannot be 
explained in any other way. The argument for mind is,- 
" झुखादिसाक्षात्कारः करणसाध्यः | जन्यसाक्षात्कारत्वाचाक्षुपसाक्षात्कारबत " 
Kanáda and Gotama give two different proofs of mind which 
are if possible even more convincing “than the above. 
Kanéda’s aphorism आत्मेन्द्रियार्थसंनिकर्षे ज्ञानस्य भावोऽभावश्च मनसो 
Yaya t gives as a proof for mind the fact that knowledge is 
produced or not according as there exists or not the conjun-. 
ction of mind with soul, organs and objects. Gotama lays 
stress on the fact that our cognitions are always successive 
and never simultaneous युगपज्ज्ञानानुत्पत्तिमनसो gya} There 
can be only one conjunction at a time, and therefore a 
succession of cognitions such as we daily experience can be 
possible only withan intermediate link like the atomic mind. 
2. The minds are as innumerable asthere are human souls, 
one, being assigned to each of the latter. The word नियत is 
interpreted by V. V. so as to include both the principal and 
the accessory functions of the mind-aa समवेतकारणत्वे सत्यसम- 
वेतभोगकारणत्वं नियतत्वशब्दार्थ: § १. ८. 07० word नियत implies the 
instrumentality of mind both to the cognition ofthose things, 
that are intimately united with soul as well as of those that 
are not so united. More probably it implies that the same 
mind is always associated with the same soul and accom- 
panies him through his successive births; otherwise we cannot 
account for survival of impressions acquired in previous births. 
It may also be mentioned here that someassume wa- 
स्त्व as a जाति residing in all individual minds, while others 
deny it. 
"—————————  — ud 
? 8. C. loc. cit. 
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4. The most important property of iuiud is its infinite- 
simality ( emper ). because it is necessary to 

Ita magnit explain its chief function, that of acting 
as a connecting link between the soul and 

the external organs. The Jimdémsakas hold mind to be all- 
pervading, and their argument is मनो RY | स्पर्दात्यन्ताभावषच्वा- 
दाकाशवत', 07 मनो विश्व । विदोषखणशून्यद्रव्यत्वात कालवत्‌, 07 मनो faa | 
ज्ञानासमवा/येफारणसंयोगाधार त्वादात्मबत्‌- This inference by an- 
alogy however is contradicted by our experience, for if mind 
be all-pervading it will be in contact with all organs of 
sense at once, and there will bea variety of perceptions 
simultaneously. ‘Not only so, but as this contact of mind 
with the senses will continue always, there will be no sleep 
or cessation of knowledge. »The contact of mind with the 
organs must therefore be occasional and voluntary, and the 
mind therefore must havea limited magnitude so that it 
can be attached to and severed from the organs at pleasure. 
The argument employed by T. D. is a little different and is 
not quite correct. Jf mind be all-pervading, there will be 
no contact of mind with the all-pervading soul, for it is a 
Nyâya doctrine that two all-pervading substances can never 
be mutually in contact. To this the Mimámsuka has an 
obvious reply that he does not accept the JVyáya doctrine, 
and therefore there is no impossibility of आत्ममनःसंयोग in 
his theory. 'T. D. therenpon urges that if such a contact 
between two all-pervading things be admitted it will be 
eternal and continuous, and there will be no sleep. The 
Nydya can account for sleep by supposing that it is induced 
when the atomic mind cnterg a particular vein in the body, 
called पुरीतत्‌; but the Mimdmsaka cannot do so, for even ag- 
suming that आत्ममनःसंयौग ceases as soon as mirid enters the 
qaa, there will be still some portion of it outside as, being 
all-pervading, the whole of it ‘can never be contained in 
पुरीतत्‌, and the contact of this out-lying portion with soul 
will never cease. The weakness of this argument of T. D. 
lies in the assumption that the contact of mind with soul 
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९6७३68 as soon as the former enters पुरीतत ; but no reason 
is giyen for this assumption. Even granting that the 
Mind is atomic, the continuity of its contact with soul 
cannot be prevented, for the soul being all-pervading must 
be present wherever the mind may be situated. The diffi- 
culty in fact will be greater, for in this case the Naiyd- 
yıka cannot take shelter behind his doctrine of non-contact 
of all-pervading things. This difficulty is sought to be re- 
moved by the arbitrary assumption that the contact of mind 
with soul ends at the mouth of qfrrq. As a matter of 
fact if the soul is all-pervading it should be present in, 
as well as out of the पुरीतत , aud the contact of mind with 
it should never cease. An alternative assumption to account 
for the same phenomenon of sleep is that there is no 
त्वागिन्द्रिय in gaa, and that contact of mind with we is a 
necessary condition for all knowledge, त्बरड्गनःसंयोगो ज्ञानसामान्ये 
कारणमित्यर्थ: 5“ but thisisas arbitrary as the above. "The 
argument based on आत्ममनःसंयोग is not therefore as satis- 
factory as the other one based on इन्द्रियमनःसंयोग- The 
phenomena of sleep and knowledge can be sufficiently 
accounted for by conjunction and severance of mind with 
organs of sense, even if the आत्ममनःसंयोग is continuous. 


4. The Naiwáyika theory of sleep already hinted above is 
peculiar. पुरीतत्‌ is an intestine somewhere 

Theory of sleep. near the heart and conceived asa sort of 

a fleshy big in which the mind remains 

during sleep. The process 1s thus described by Dinakar- 
bhatta:— 


“प्रथम छषुप्तचठुक़॒लमनःक्रियया मनसाउत्मनों विभागः, ततः आत्ममनः- 
संग्रोगनाशः, ततः एरीतदात्मकोत्तरदेशेन मनसः संयोग उत्पतेः सेव Tet 
- The चुरीतत as well as the theory of sleep based upon it are 
not however pure inventions of the Nawyikas. Both are 
more or less fully described in ‘ancient writings, and the 
originality of the Naiydyikas consists simply in the way they 
adapted them to their own pshychological system. Texts like 
icd e uL ALL AL LU M MM कक 
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“अथ यदा GUAT भवाति यदा न तस्य च बेद हिता नाम नाड्यो दासप्ततिसह- 
स्राणि हृदयात एरीततमभिघतिष्ठन्ते ताभिः प्रत्यवरुप्य एरीतति शेति had 
already formulated a physical theory ot sleep which all 
orthodox schools were bound to accept, modifications being 
permitted only where the Srut: was sileut. The above text 
of Brihaddran yakopanishad for instance. vaguely says that 
he or it entered from the heart to the चुरीतत by way of seventy- 
two thousands of arteries; and hence the Vedéntins take that 
he to be sra, while the Naiyáyikas take १६ to be मनस. This 
पुरीतत, which is said to be joined to the heart by 72000 feeder 
arteries, is also called garat नाडी by Yogins and  Vedániins, 
who describe it as opening at the top of the head called — - 
wey and as being the path by which the soul of a ज्ञानी passes 
out of the body to the solar region.t The Nazyéykas of course 
with their usual shrewdness adopted only so much of this 
anatomy as suited their purpose and substituted mind for the 
पुरुष of the original. The notion of this entrance of the think- 
ing element into some narrow vein near the heart was 
probably derived from the observed slackening ofthe blood 
circulation in the arteries, and the consequent slower palpita- ° 
tions of the heart during sleep. Anyhow modern anatomy 
and physiology do not support the theory. 


5. Whether the word ठन्द्रियं is inserted in the definition of 
mind to exclude आत्ममनःसयोग or to re- 

Is mind an organ, pudiate the docrine of an opponent, it is 
certain that both the Nydya and Vaiseshihka 

schools agree in calling mind au इन्द्रिय; or rather the Nydya 
expressly says so aud the dogma is imported into the Vaise- 
shika system us one that is not explicitly repudiated by 
Kanáda, according to the maxim अपतिषिद्धमनमतं ware.t Mind 
must be called an organ, because it is theinstrnment of in- 
ternal perception. Other doctrinairs, and especially the Vedán- 
tins, deny इन्द्रियत्व to mind. ' As the point has considerable 
bearing on the Vydya definitions of perception and inference 
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us wellas on some other kindred topics, it will be worth 
while here to explain it once for all. sarar will be presently 
defined as इन्द्रियार्थसानिकर्षजन्य waa. [f the mind is not इन्द्रिय 
the definition will not cover perception of pleasure and pain, 
while, if mind is इन्द्रियः it will overlap on अनुमिति which also 
results from contict of mind with external objects such as 
the mountain and smoke. -It will be seen further on how 
Naiydyihas get out of this dilemma,but the fact that it arises 
has sufficed the Veddnizn to deny gíexae to mind. The chief 
consideration however which weighs with the Vedéntn is 
authoritative texts of Srut: like ““इन्द्रियेभ्यः पराह्मर्था अर्थेभ्यश्च 
पर्‌ मनः, in which mind is not only mentioned separately 
but placed on a higher level than the orgwns, thereby imply- 
ing that mind is not इन्द्रिय. ‘As to the other horn of the 
dilemma, namely that mental perception will not come un- 
der the given definition of प्रत्यक्ष, Vedániins escape it by repudia- 
ting the Nydya definition of perception itself as incorrect. f 
It must also be remembered that though the later Naiydyikas 
stontly maintain the इन्द्रियत्व of mind. the doctrine is not 
, expressly stated in either of the Sitrus. While Kandda is 
admittedly silent upon it, Gotama does not include mind in 
the list of organs,f but mentions it separately among his 
Prameyas.$ After all the controversy seems to be nothing 
more than a battle of words. So long asall are agreed in 
distinguishing mind from the five external organs, and treat- 
ing it as an entity by itself, it does not matter whether you 
call it इन्द्रिय or अंत:करणदात्ति 00 anything else. If mind is an 
organ it 13 an internal organ (अन्तरिन्द्रिय) quite distinct from 
the external orgins, while if it is not an organ it is so much 
akin to one thatit shares many ofits properties and functions. 
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Sect, XIX. रूपम्‌. 

Colour is the ( special) quality which is cognised by 
eye alone. Ti is of seven hinds, and resides in earth, water, 
and light. All the seven ure found in earth, pale white in water, 
and brilliant white vn light. 


1. The definitions of culour, savour, odour and touch are 
taken from  JPrasastapáda!'s scholium 

Colour. with the exception of the words mra and 
aor. The latter words seem to have been 

suggested by Sridhara’s comment." The word ara excludes 
number which is cognised by eye as wellas touch; while aper 
excludes on one side gut which is dravya, and on the other 
रूपत्वजाति, it being a rule that the जाति and anra of a thing 
are perceived by tho same seuge ag the thing itself. But the 
प्रभाभित्तिसंयोग, being a guna, will still comein; and to exclude 
it therciore the word aor is interpreted as विदाषयण special 
quality, although T. D. seems to take the word in its 
general sense. Why then, one might ask, insert mra when 
agar too like संयोग might be excluded by taking यण in the sense 
of बिशेषणण ? The answer is that ara is also necessary to exclude 
सांसिदिकद्रबल्व. This is obviously a refinement of a later 
commentator (8. C. ), for T. D. does not notice it. V. V. is 
not satisfied with the definition in the text, hedged as it is 
with so many qualifications, because परमाणुरूप which is 
imperceptible to the eye is not included in it. V. V. there- 
fore proposes as à better definition त््माह्य-चक्षुयाह्म-छणाविभा- 
aguian. The prefix त्वगग्माह्या serves the purpose of sra 
while by saying यणाविभाजकधर्मवच्वस, which is the same as 
शुणतबावान्तरजातिमच््वम्‌, instead of mere गुणत्वम्‌, we include 
परमाणुरूप which has  गुणत्वावान्तरजाति) namely रूपत्वजाति; 
although 1t is not अज्लुर्याह्य itself. The purpose can equally be 
served by adopting the enlarged definition suggested by T.D. 
to exclude संयोग. It is needless to remark that ग्रहण or cogni- 
tion means here our ordinary cognition, and not the super- 
natural perception of Yogins who can perceive anything by 
any organ of sense they please. Sankara Miérat gives four 
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necessary conditions for the perception of colour, vz. 

l. large magnitude ( महत्परिमाण ) 2 visibility ( उद्धतत्व ), 
3 not being overpowered ( अनभिभूतत्व ), and 4 the property 
wieq. The colour of atoms is not pereeived because 
atoms have not a large magnitude; the whiteness of the eye 
is not perceived because it is agga; the whiteness in com- 
mon fire and the Iustre of rubies are unperceived owing to 
their being overpowered by earthy matter; while savour and 
touch are unperceived because they have no qaar. The 
modern theory first propounded by Newton is that colour: 
belongs to light only and that a ray of white light con- 
tains all the primary colours which can be separated by a 
prism of glass. An object appears to have the colour which 
it reflects. The colours of earth and water are therefore not 
their own, but are derived from the particular rays reflected 
from them, 

2. Colour is of seven kinds, white, blue, yellow, red 
green, tawny and variegated. This enum- 
eration of seven colours is not known 
either to Prasastapdda or GSridhara. and 
is probably borrowed from some later writer. The last 
variety being a mixture of the preceding six, it is naturally 
asked why चित्ररूप 15 recognized separately. Instead of 
supposing a new colour why cannot, says the objector, 
चित्ररूप be called simply a mixture of several colours, and 


a variegated piece of cloth be simply designated as 
having so many colours. TothisT. D. replies that, colour 
being à व्याप्यद्धात्तिघर्म, there cannot be several colours in one 
and the same object. 

A व्याप्यदत्तिधर्म is defined as स्वसमानाधिकरणात्यन्ताभावाप्राते- 
योगी धर्मः, 2. e. a quality which never co-exists with its own 
अत्यन्ताभाव ( absolute negation ) in one and the same object. 
The opposite of this is an अव्याप्यद्त्तिधर्म which is a quality 
that resides in a portion of the @bject only, and is therefore 
co-existent with its own absolute negation residing .a 
another portion of the same object. Thus when a 
monkey sits on the top of a tree, the monkey touches 
the top only and not the root ofthe tree. The affair is 
therefore said to be अग्राबाच्छिन्न, residing in the top, while 
Its अत्यन्ताभाव 18 सूलावच्छिनज्न, residing in the root of the 
same tree. This संयोग is therefore an अच्याण्यदृस्तिधर्मः 


Varieties of 
Colour. 
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व्याप्यद्धत्तिधर्म is a quality which covers the entire thing and 
not a part of it only, like the whiteness or blueness of a jar 
which resides in all its parts. 


If चित्ररूप be only a collection of several colours, each in- 
dividual colour will be अव्याप्यवातते, i. e. partial, while there 
will be no one colour covering the whole. What of it if 
there be not, rejoins the objector; can we not still perceive 
the piece of cloth by means of the colours of its parts? You 
cannot, says the author, for there is no colour in the piece 
of cloth asa whole, and without a colour you cannot per- 
ceive an object. But are there not so many instead of one 
colour in the piece ? They are useless, replies the author, to 
make it visible, because individually they reside in parts only, 
while collectively they do not form one quality of the whole, it 
being a peculiar doctrine of the Naiydyikas that a collection 
( ससुदाय ) is not a thing by itself apart from its components. 
A सखदाय, if it exists apart from its parts, would bea pro- 
duct different from its parts; but where would it then reside ? 
Not in each part, nor in all put together, since it is distinct 
from all of them. संछदाय is therefore not distinct from the 
parts and is, like ह्वित्वादिसंख्या, only a पर्याप्तघर्म 2. e. à conjoint 
attribute. Such being the case, a collection of several 
colours cannot by itself constitute a quality which would 
make the piece of cloth visible. But here a question arises, 
why is a colour at all necessary for the perception ofa 
thing? Let the condition precedent for perceptibility be 
not qaer, possession of colour, but रूपवंत्समंबेतत्व, the state 
of being intimately united with things having colour. So 
although the piece of cloth may not have a colour of its 
own, it is in intimate union with parts that have colour, 
and will be therefore perceptible. The objection to this 
view is that such a condition precedent ( सूपबत्समवितत्व ) for 
perceptibility is unnecessarily elaborate and therefore not 
preferable to the usual one रूपवचत्वः The result of this dis- 
cussion is that we must recognize an independent Raamat to 
account fot the perceptibility of a variegated piece of cloth. 


3. The definition and divisions of रूप must have already . 
shown to a critical student that the Naiydyika conception of 
© 20 ` 
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ww is somewhat restricted. It is clear that what we ordi- 
narily call the form or shape of a thing ( आकारविशेष ), such 
as its roundness or squareness, is not comprehended under 
wq. Jt neither falls under any one of the seven colours, 
nor does the definition चक्षु्माचयाह्ययणत्वं apply to it, for 
form can be apprehended by theeye as well as by touch. 
Hence wy is translated here by ‘colour’, although in 
popular parlance it signifies form as well. Under what 
head then would this form go? Vazydytkas call it simply an 
अवयवर्संस्थानविशेष particular arrangement of parts, and as 
such would probably include it under संयोग. Other scholas- 
tics such asthe Veddnteas do not regard form as in any 
way distinct from the thing or its parts; for, they say, we 
recognize the same identicul person in a देवदत्त standing and 
a देवदत sitting although the arrangements of his limbs. 
( अवयवसंस्थान ) are different in the two cases. The point is 
noticed here simply to clear a possible doubt. 


4, Colour of all sorts resides in earth, while water and 
light have only one kind, namely white. 
The whiteness of light however being 
brilliant differs from that of water which 
isnot so. The meaning of the passage is clear; but curi» 
ously the reading in the majority of the copies of the text 
is unsatisfactory if not actually corrupt, rendering the 
passage almost unintelligible. Only two Mss. in fact give 
the correct reading which is adopted in the text, others 
mostly reading अभास्वरं gp and भास्वरं grat, and thus appar- 
ently making ammet and भास्वरं independent attributes of 
रूप and not qualifications of whiteness as they really are. 
There are no separate colours like भास्वर and अभास्वर, but 
the words are introduced to distinguish between the parti- 
cular sort of whiteness that resides in water from that 
which resides in light. Even with the reading भास्वरं wat we 
can no doubt get the right meaning by taking भास्वरं to be an 
adverb modifying the adjective gy; but then the construc- 
tion becomes extremely awkward. In any case there onght 
to be no doubt as to the real meaning of the passage. 


Distribution of 
colours, 


D 
gd 
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Secor. XX, XXI, XXII, रसः, गन्धः, स्पशः 


Savour is the quality apprehended by tongue; itis of 
six kinds: sweet, sour, saline, pungent, astringent and 
bitter; it resides in earth and water x earth contains all the 
siz varieties ; water only the sweet. 

Odour 2s the quality apprehended by nose; it is fragrant 
and non-fragrant, residing in earth only. 

Touch is the quality apprehended by skin only sit. is of three 
kinds: cool, hot, and tepid, residing in earth, water, light and 
air; of these cool touch is (found) in water, hot in light and 
tepid in earth. 

]. The three qualities of savour, odour and touch are 

here grouped together as they are treated 

Savour. symmetrically. ex and Ræ mean pungent 

and bitter respectively, and not vice versa, 

as Ballantyne translates them wrongly. Earth has all 

varieties of savour, while water has ouly one, viz. sweet. 

Other tastes, such as sourness aud salt, which are sometimes 

apprehended in water, are due to the dissolution of earthy 
matter in it. 


2. Odour is apprehended by the nose and is of two kinds, 
fragrant and non-fragrant, residing in 
Odour. earth only. farta is not recognized be- 
cause we never experience it, the several 
Savours when mixed in one substance being in reality appre- 
hended separately and one after another. ammeg and Rra- 
'स्पर्श are impossible because their varieties are mutually re- 
pellent, and cannot therefore reside in onc substance at one 
time. The word साच is omitted in the definitions of शस and 
aeg as unnecessary because the two organs apprehend their 
respective qualities only and nothing else. Itis however 
necessary in the definition of स्पर्श for the sense of touch 
apprehends other qualities besides touch, such as number 
and conjunction which are also perceived by the eye. The 
word yur is retained in the three definitions to exclude the 
जाति respectively residing in the three qualities, viz. रसत्व) 
गन्धत्व and स्पर्झत्व- It is needless to remark that the three 
definitions are to be understood as ज्ञातिविशिष्ट (०. g. रसनग्राह्म- 
जातिमान ) in order to include the qualities in atoms. 


3. Annambhatia following old authors divides स्पर्श into 
three kinds, hot, cold, and temperate; 

Touch. but some others are for recognizing 
: चित्रस्पर्श also, the reason given being 

the analogy with colour ( चित्रस्पर्शस्त रूपस्थलीययुकत्या 
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स्वीकरणीय एवं ). चित्रस्पर्श however is not so possible in the 
three-fold division as in the theory of those who divide स्पर्श 
into numerous kinds such as:— 


रूक्ष: शीतस्तथैवोष्णः स्निग्धश्च Bere: खरः । 
कठिनश्चिक्रणः Yen: पिच्छलो दारुणो wg: od 
एषं द्वादशविस्तारो वायव्यो गुण एव च । 


The idea seems to be that the eye and the organs of 
touch being the chief organs through which most of our 
perceptible knowledge is derived, चित्ररूप and चिन्नस्पर्श have to 
be recognized to account for the perception of a whole hav- 
ing variegated parts. No such necessity however exists in 
the case of objects having different odours or savours, as 
even if they are never perceived at all, they can be 
inferred from their qualities. The same is the case with 
स्पर्श according to those who deny स्पार्शनप्रत्यक्ष to objects hav- 
ing touch. Hence Sankara Miíra remarks: न च इरीतक्यां 
, रसोऽपि चित्र इति वाच्यं । हरीतक्या नीरसत्वे दोषाभावात्‌”; 


SECT. XXIII. पाकजापाकजत्वे. 

The four qualities, colour ete., are products of heat amd 
non-eternal in earth; elsewhere they are natural amd either 
eternal or non-eternal. Those inhering in eternal things are 
eternal; those in non-eternal things are non-eternal. 


1, The four qualities colour, savour, odour, and touch 
are both eternal and non-eternal ; they are 

dl of sometimes produced by heat, and some- 
times they are natural. In earth they are 

said to be produced by heat, and are consequently non-eternal, 
while in the remaining three substances they are natural, 
and are both eternal and non-eternal, the eternal being 
confined to the eternal atoms, and the non-eternal belong- 
ing to products which are non-eternal. The author is silent 
as to whether natural and eternal odour resides in the atoms 


————Á—— ———— pepe 
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of earth. If it does, the words पाकजमनित्यं च्च ought to 
be supplemented by the further addition अपाकजं नित्यं. 
The distinction between पाकज and अपाकज appears to be 
that earth can change its qualities by the application 
of heat, while water, light and air do not change them. Not 
that water and air do not become hot by the contact of 


heat, but the change of touch in their case does not affect the 
material but belongs to the light that is mixed with them. 


2. T. D. here states briefly the rival theories about 
पाकजोत्पत्ति, that sharply divide the 
The controversy — Vaiseshikas from the Naiydyikas. The 
of Pilupdka and z aM 
Pitharapaka. former are called पीलपाकबादिनः because 
they explain the change of colour in 
an unbaked jar by the separate baking of individual atoms, 
while the JVaiyágikas are called पिठरपाकवादिनः because they 
supposed the change of colour to be accomplished in the. 
jar itself. पाक is defined 38 रूपादिपरादत्तिफलक~विजातीयतेजः-संयोगः+ 
application of external heat which effects a change of colour 
and other qualities. It is of various kinds according to the 
effects, one changing only colourasin a baked jar, another 
changing colour, odour and savour asin an artificially ripened 
mango-fruit, and so on. The word विजातीय excludes 
a change by heat in metals, which, being तेजस्‌, are 
सजातीय. When a jar is baked the old black jar is, according 
to Vazrseshikas, destroyed, and its several compounds 
of binaries etc. are also destroyed. The action of the fire 
produces the red colour in separate atoms, which are then 
joined by the same action of fire into new compounds, 
and eventually produce a new red jar. This complicated 
process of dissolution and reconstruction of the jar is 
necessary to allow all the atoms in the jar to be baked, for 
if the jar remained intact, the fire cannot penetrate it and 
bake the atoms in the interior. The reason why we cannot 
perceive this process of dissolution and reconstruction is 
its great rapidity. The time occupied by this process 
has been variously computed, some holding it to be nine 
moments, others ten, others eleven, and a fourth. school, 
five only. The order of nine moments, which is generally 
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accepted, is thus given by Veseandtha:—* “ तथाहि (१) 
वन्हिसंयोगात्कर्म । ततःपरमाण्वन्तरेण विभागः । तत आरम्भकसंयोगनाशः d 
ततोव्यणुकनाझः । (२) ततः परमाणौ इयामादिनाशः | (३) ततो रक्ताहयुत्पत्तिः à 
(9) ततो द्रव्यारम्भाउग्रुणक्रिया । (५) ततो विभागः । (६) ततः पूर्वसंयोगनाइाः। 
($) तत आरम्भकसंयोंगः । (८) ततो द्यणुकोत्पत्तिः । (९) ततो रक्ताद्युत्पत्तिः ''- 
Ofthese the first four steps constitute the first moment 
marking the gradual destruction of the binary, and make 
up, together with the following eight ones, the total num- 
ber of nine moments. Those,who accept a disjunction 
arising from disjunction ( पिनागजाविभाग ) make ten moments 
by adding after the third another step वाह्िनोदनजन्यपरमाण- 
कर्मणो नाझः cessation of the action in the atoms produced by 
the original conjunction of fire; while the advocates of 
eleven moments add another disjunction after the first step. 
Again, if of the nine moments above described we take the 
first, the second, then the next two, then the next four, and 
then the last, we have the time divided into five moments 
only.t To this fantastical theory the Naiyéyikas who advo- 
cate पिठरपाकवाद्‌ object on the ground that, if the first jar 
is destroyed and a new one substituted, the identity of the 
jar can never remain intact. We recognize the jar to be 
exacty the same jar as before; we observe the same through 
all stages of baking; and other pots placed over it do 
not tumble down, as they must if their support is comple- 
tely destroyed even for a moment. Again how do the num- 
ber, the shape and even the lines on the jar remain the 
same ? These strong objections are answered by the counter 
question, how does the identity of a jar remain intact even if we 
scratch some particles out of it with a needle-point, although 
the jaratter scratching becomes minus some particlesand is 
. quite different from the former one? +The followers of Nydya 
therefore accept the simpler and on the whole the more reagon- 
able theory of the change of colour being accomplished without 
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* S- M. Cale. Ed. p. 103. 


T For further explanation see V. 8, Up. Calc. ed, p. 291, Roer's Trans, 
of B. P. Bibl. Ind. pp. 57-9, and Sarva, D, S. Cowell's Trans. p. 154. 
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the total dissolution and reconstruction of the jar. The objec- 
tion how fire can reach the atoms is met with bythe practical 
instance of water boiling inside a pot placed over fire without 
actual touch. In this way the controversy between the पीलुपाक 
(baking of atoms) and the पिठरपाक (baking ofthe pot) has been 
carried on by their respective partisans with scholastic sub- 
tility and an amount of energy, that are quite disproportionate 
to the importance of the result. The doctrine of पीलुपाक 
has in fact become one of the standing test of distinguishing 
a genuine Vasseshika from his rival the Vaiydyika proper. 
9. The chief points of distinction between the two 
schools are stated in the following 
Vaiseshikas and distichis 
Naiydytkas. 
हित्वे च पाकजोत्पत्तो विभागे च विभागजे | 
यस्य न स्खलिता बुद्धिस्तं वे वेशेषिकं विदुः ॥ , 

The Vazseshtka doctrines about fa and विभागजविभाग' 
will be explained subsequently. Whatever view of पाकजोत्पत्ति 
we adopt, it is certain that the qualities in earth are non- 
eternal. According to the Vaiseshka पीलुपाक, even qey in 


earthy atoms seems to be non-eternal; but the other theory 
leaves the point doubtful. 


Secr. XXIV. संख्या. 


« Number is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of the 
common usage of ( words) one, two etc,” It resides in the nine 
substances from one to Pardrdha. Oneness is eternal and 
non-elernal, eternal in eternal substances, and non-eternal in 
non-eternals. Duality and the rest are only mon-eternal 
everywhere. 


1. The definitions of संख्या and परिमाण in the text are 
taken from Prasastapdda.* The word हेत 

Number. here, as inthe definition of time, is to be 

| | understood in the sense of असाधारणनि- 
Frewer, असाधारण in order to exclude universal causes like 
time and space, and निमित्त to exclude ether which is the 


* P, B. Ben. ed, pp 111-80. ° 
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material cause of all व्यवहार. Number is the first of the com- 
mon qualities, 7. e. those which reside in all the substances. 
They are enumerated as follows.— 


सङ्झ्यादिरपरत्वान्तो द्रवः सांसिद्धिकस्तथा | 
रुरुत्ववेगो सामान्यछणा एते sra ॥* 


Number, dimension, severalty, conjunction, disjunction, 
priority and posteriority, these seven, together with deri- 
vative fluidity, gravity and velocity, are qualities common 
to all substances. They appertain to substances in general, 
and not to any particular kind of substance; and hence they 
cannot be due to special characteristics which distinguish 
one class from another. It will be noticed that all these 
qualities connote really a state, aspect or arrangement of 
the thing or its parts, and not any attribute inherent in the 
thing itself. They are, to adopt modern phraseology, sub- 
jective or notional rather than objective or material. They 
are in fact imposed upon the thing by the operation of our 
own mind; that is, as the Veddntin would say, they are 
अध्यस्त or आरोपित- Tt is true that we apprehend them, but 
we cannot assert positively whether they have a real ex- 
istence in the external object or are merely conceptions of 
our own mind imposed upon the object. It will be more 
correct to say that we conceive them than that we perceive 
them. The special qualities ( विशेष्वण ) on the other hand, 
which have been already enumerated, have a real objective 
existence. Number of course is pre-eminently a subjective 
property and varies at our will, for we can contemplate a 
number of things, each as one separately, or all as so many, 
or all as one collection. The Va:éeshikas had undoubtedly 
realized the true nature of number, for they called duality 
and the higher numbers अपेक्षाबुद्धिजन्य. 


Out of the numbers which are ordinarily counted from one 
to a parårdha or a lakh of lakhs of crores, unity resides in 
eternal substances like atoms, while the other kinds are found 
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in products. The transientness of non-eternal unity in products 
arises from the fact that a log of wood ceases to be one 
when you break it into pieces. Numbers from duality onwards 
being अपेक्षाबुुद्धिजन्य are non-eternal. Sankara Misra regards 
बहुत्व, १.८. an indefinite multitude, as a separate number apart 
from (sería which are all definite; but this opinion is not 
generally accepted.* 


4. The verse quoted in Note 3 on Sect. XXIII men- 
tions æ as one of the three contested 

Whaiw duality. points between Nydya and Vaiseshika 
schools. The Vaisesheka view, which is 

no doubt shared by Annamdhatia, is that all numbers from 
duality onwards are produced (ay) and not simply made 
known (ser) by अपेक्षाबुद्धि. अपेक्षाबुद्धि is defined अनेकैकत्वबुद्धि- 
at साउपेक्षाइद्धिरुच्यते1, which may be translated as “the notion 
which refers to many unities is called the aqerarg.’’ It is 
difficult to translate atarra by “comprehending intellect’? 
as Roer does, or by any other exact Hnglish equivalent; but 
its meaning can be easily understood. When twothings are 
brought before us, we do not at once cognize them as two, 
but first apprehend each one separately, as this one and 
that one. These separate notions are denoted by the term 
अपेक्षाबुद्धिः When the conceptions of these two unities are 
formed in our mind, they are joined together and produce one 
general notion of duality; and then we get the knowledge 
that there are two things. The process is thus described :—- 


“oer प्रथममिन्द्रियार्थसंनिकर्षः । तस्मादेकत्वसामान्यज्ञानस । ततोऽपेक्षा” 
बाद्धि! । ततो हित्वोत्पात्तेः । ततो छित्वसामान्यज्ञानस्‌। तस्मादद्दित्वणणज्ञांनश । 
ततः संस्कारः । | 

— First we have the contact of the organ of sense with 
the object (7. e. each of the two jars); thence arises the 
knowledge of the genus unity ( apart from the individual); 
then the distinguishing perception, अपेक्षाइद्धि by which the 
notion of unity is realized in each of the objects, and we 


* V. S, Up. Calc, ed. p, 322. 
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apprehend “this is one,” “this ig one" etc. then the 
production of duality by the combination of se parate unities; 
then the knowledge of the abstract genus of duality; then 
the cognition of that quality of duality as existing in the 
two things; and lastly the consciousness that we see two 
things. In this way we derive the complex knowledge of 
two, three etc. from the simple notions of unity. The reason 
why Rea is regarded as अपेक्षाबुद्धिजत्य and not अपेक्षाद्वाद्विज्ञाप्य is 
rather subtle. It is that अप्रक्षाब्ञा ह cannot simply be the ज्ञापक- 
हेत of द्वित्व like a stroke which reveals a sound lying dormant 
in ether; but it is the कारकहेतु Of Ger, because it ig always 
found inseparably associated with Ba, while a ज्ञापकद्देतु heed 
not be so (अपेक्षाबद्धिर्दित्वादेरुत्पादिका। व्यजकत्वालुपपत्तेः | तेनालुबिधी- 
यमानत्वात्‌ | शब्द प्रति संयोगवत्‌ ). Mádhaváchárya gives a simpler 
argument, viz, that the non-eternal अपैक्षाबुद्धि cannot be ज्ञापक' 
of हित्व, which, like the quality पृथक्त्व, resides in several 
objecta canjointly; while अपेक्षाबाद्धि resides in each object sepa- 
rately, and hence it must be the जनकहेतु of fa. The 
importance of this subtle distinction lies in the different 
views of fe to which it leads. According to one, (aca 
18 an independent reality, different from the several unities 
of which it is compored and generated by अपेक्षाबाद्व; according 
to the other view it is already comprehended in the unities, 
and is only revealed when several of them are brought 
together. It may be further mentioned that both the 
notion of duality and its generating cause sterate vanish 
away when their purpose is served, that is, when the objects 
are actually perceived as two. As soon as Ramga, the 
result of अपेक्षाब्ाद्धि, is produced, the latter which lasts for 
three moments only is destroyed, and with its destruction, 
its direct effect, the duality, is also destroyed, and there only 
remains the cognition ‘two dravyas’. The steps'follow in 
this order ¦ 1 एकत्वज्ञान; 2 अपेक्षाबाद्धि; 3 द्वित्वोत्पात्ति 821 प्रकत्वज्ञान- 
नाश; 4 दद्वित्वज्ञानः 5 fagna and अपेक्षाबद्धिनाश; and 6 fga- 
नाश and zaam. The reason for this assumed 
destruction of waa and eaga is rather 
technical, being founded on the Vaifeshija doce 
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trine that all cognitions, being qualities of the all-pervading 
soul, last for three moments only, and are destroyed by the 
generation of their effects. The student has been led through 
this labyrinth of speculative subtility in order to acquaint 
him with the exact import of Annambhatta’s simple dictum, 
द्वित्वादिक g सर्वत्रानित्यमेव, that is, duality and other larger 
numbers are always अनित्य, 


SECT, XXV. परिमाणम. 


Dimension is the ( special and instrumental) cause of 
the common usage of measurement. Lt resides in the nine 
substances, amd 18 of four kinds: minuteness, largeness, length 
and shortness 

1. Hach of the four kinds of dimensions mentioned 

above may again be divided into two 
Dimension. kinds, 988 मध्यम' middling and परम extreme, 

Thus an atom has extreme minuteness, 
which is also technically called पारिमाण्डल्य ( infinite- 
simality ) from परिमण्डल a globular atom; a binary has 
मध्यमाणुत्व middling minuteness; Akása has परममहत्त्व or 
Raa all-pervasion; and all tangible objects such as a jar 


have मध्यममहत्त्व intermediate greatness. The comparaive use 
of these words, as this pearl is minuter or larger than that 
other, is secondary. The distinction between अछ and wq 
on the one hand and ety and geg on the other seems to. be 
that the first two denote magnitudes of two or three diman- 
sions 8. e, bulk, while the latter two denote one dimension 
only such as a line. This four-fold division of परिमाण is after 
all rough, many including gea and efdeq in awe and 
agea respectively. As a matter of fact all of them are 
relative terms, and denote different numbers of constituent 
parts or degrees of contact in which they are combined. 
परिमाण is again divided into नित्य' and अनित्य; that residing in 
eternal things as पारिमाण्डल्य and yaq being नित्य, and all 
the rest अनित्य. अनित्यपरिसाण is threefold संख्याजन्य, पारिमाणजन्य 
and प्रचयजन्य- For the explanation of these see Notes 9 and 
10 on Sect, XII. pp. 121-8, supra. 
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Sect. XXVI. vere. 
Severaliy is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of the 
common usage of one thing being different from another. 

1. The definition inthe text is rather crude. A better 
though a little more abstruse definition 
of gaga is अपोद्धारव्यवहारकरणम the cause 
of our practice of separating one thing from all the 
rest." अपोद्धार is अपरृत्यावधिमपेक्ष्य य उद्धारो निर्धारणम्‌ सः that is, 
the determination of the identity of one thing by separating 
it from all others. The reason why परथकत्व is regarded as 
distinct from अन्योन्याभाव is that the notions conveyed to 
our mind by thetwo are of different sorts. When we say 
Wz: पटो नास्ति we simply get a negative notion, that a jar is 
not a piece of cloth; while by qarga: qag we get a positive 
notion that one is quite distinct from the other. yag there- 
fore tells us something more than अन्योन्याभाव, for it not 
only informs us that a jar is not a’ piece of cloth but also 
that it is a different thing. The importance of this distinc- 
tion may be illustrated by another example. Wecan say 
that a jar is not the quality of blueness residing in it, but 
we cannot say that it is distinct from it, the two being 
inseparably connected. Similarly we can say that a black 
unbaked jar is not the same red jar when baked, but it is 
not gag from it. Again we can say दण्डी देवदत्त is not देवदत्त 
without a दण्ड, but the two are not distinct persons. In 
short yag is opposed to objective identity of the things, 
while अन्योन्याभाव to the sameness of their natures. gerger is 
a material distinction; अन्योन्याभाव notional only. In the same 
way gawa can be distinguished from वैधर्म्य or Wfarexr. 


Severalty, 


Secr, XXVII, संयोगः. ` 

1. Conjunction is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of 
the, common usage of calling two things united. 

1. संयोग is also defined as the contact of two things that 
were first separate ( अप्राप्तयोस्तु या पापतिः सैव 
संयोग ईरितः); and therefore there can 
be no सँयोग between two all-pervading things which 


o T a EP. B. Ben, $d, p. 188, 7 ^ ^ ^ 


TB. P. 114, : 


Conjunction. 
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are never apart from each other. संयोग is always 
artificial and  non-eternal. T. D. divides it into two 
kinds, कर्मज that born of action, and संयोगज that produced 
by another conjunction. The contact of the hand with the 
book is of the first kind, because it is produced bythe motion 
of the hand, while this contact of the hand with the 
book, produces another conjunction, namely, that of the body 
with the book, which is therefore संयोगज्ञ. The saat संयोग is 
again of two kinds, अन्यतरकर्मज and उभयकर्मज- The instance 
of the first is the contact of the bird with the mountain, in 
which the bird alone moves while the mountain is stationary. 
The examples of the second kind are the meetings of two 
fighting rams, or of two wrestlers, or of two clouds, where both 
the things move. संयोगज again is two-fold, that of a thing 
just produced, such as the contact of an effect with some- 
thing already connected with its material cause, and that 
of a thing previously existing, as the contact of the tree in 
consequence of the contact of the hand and the tree. All 
kinds of contacts are अव्याप्यदातत, that is, cover only a part 
of the thing, and are destroyed either by separation or des- 
truction of the आश्रय, namely the things connected. 


2. Three Mss. of T. S. insert the word असाधारण after 
ब्यधहार in the definitions of सद्धरूया, पारिमाण, प्रथक्त्व and संयोग, 
but the reading of others who reject it appears to be the 
right one and has been adopted. Although the qualification 
असाधारण is necessary to exclude universal causes, it can be 
and is always presumed wherever the words कारण or हेतु 
occur as in the definitions of काल and दिक; and so there is 
no need of its express mention. There are also other grounds 
to believe that the word साधारण did not exist originally but 
was supplied by the Dipikds The words असाधारणोति पदं देयं in 
the Dipiké would of course have been conclusive on the 
point had they been found in all Mss. of the work. S. 0. 
however is quite explicit, as it remarks—“उपददितलक्षणन्चतुष्टयेऽ- 
साधारणपदं देयस्‌ । क्रचित्पुस्तके पारिमाणप्रथक्त्वलक्षणे ऽसाधारणपदं दृद्ययते 
तज्ाधुनिकेस्पस्तानिति बोध्यम्‌, ”” 
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3. The साधारणकारण ( universal cause ) referred to in this 
and the preceding definitions is defined by 
Universal Causes V. V. as कार्यत्वावच्छिन्नकार्यतानिरूपितकारणन, 
which signifies that a universal cause is & 
cause of all effects 88 effects, and not as particular products; 
as for instance, a stick is an instriment ofa jar because it 
is & jar and not any other thing, while time and space are 
instrumental causes of the same jar because it isa product, 
These universal causes are eight, God, His knowledge, His 
wil, His effort, ( तज्ज्ञानेच्छाऊतयः ) antecedent negation 
( प्रागभाव ), time ( काल ), space (Rg) and destiny ( अदृष्ट) 
comprising both merit and demerit. Some add the absence 
of counteracting influences ( प्रतिबन्धकाभाव ) as a ninth 
universal cause. These being universal causes are necessarily 
implied wherever we speak of a cause or an effect; and conse- 
quently when a thing is specially mentioned asa cause or an 
effect of anotber, they are not meant. 


Sect, XX VIII, विभागः. 


Disjunction 18 the quality whch destroys conjunction. 


1, Disjunctionis not merely the absence of संयोग, in which 
case it would have fallen under अभाव 

Disjunction and need not have been reckoned as a se- 
parate quality; but it denotes an actual 

separation which produces the destruction of a previous 
contact. Again by disjunction we denote not the act of sepa- 
rating which is excluded from the definition by the word गण 
but the state which immediately results from the act of 
separation. Hence Annambhatta defines विभाग differently, 
and not onthe analogy of संयोग as विभक्तव्यवहारकारणस or विभक्त- 
प्रत्ययकारणस्‌, asis done by Veseandtha. The latter definitions 
being ambiguous may as well denote the state of being separate 
as the actual act of separation. The order of succession 
therefore is always this: first कर्म, act of separating, then sepa- 
ration here called बिभाग, then पूर्वदेशर्सयोंगनादा, and lastly अपर- 
देशसंयोग, When we remove a jar from one place to another, we 
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have an effort to lift it up,—this is the कर्म; then the jar is lifted 
from the ground,—this is विभाग; then its contact with the 
particular spot is severed,—this is संयोगनादा; and lastly it is 
placed on another spot,—this is अपरदेशसंयोग- विभाग 18 there- 
fore the cause of and not the same as संयोगतादा. Two trees 
on the opposite banks of a river have always remained apart, 
but there has never been an actual separation of them. विभाग 
has the same varieties as संयोग, and the examples also are 
similar, namely, कर्मज ( subdivided into उभयकर्मज and अन्यतर- 
कर्मज ) and बिभागजबिभाग. There is however a difference of 
Opinion as to the last between the Vazseshekas and the 
Naiydyikas proper, the latter not recognizing विभागजाबिभाग 
at all.* The instance of a विभागजविभाग 15 हस्ततरुविभागात काय- 
तरुविभाग: separation of the body from the tree, consequent 
upon the removal ofthe hand from the tree. Here the 
separation of the body is not directly caused by the motion 
of the hand because the two things (f@urrand हुस्तक्रिया) reside 
in different receptacles, viz. the body and the hand respectively, 
while there is no motion inthe body itself which might 
cause the separation. This argument by which the 
necessity of recognizing a विभागजाविभाग is sought to be proved 
is founded on the axiom that the motion of a partis not the 
motion of the whole (as we see in a stationary revolving 
wheel ) and so the motion ofthe hand is not itself the motion 
of the body. विभागजविभाग is also divided into two kinds 
कारणमात्रविभागज and कारणाकारणाबिभागज), for which however see 
Sarv. D. S. Cale. ed. p. 107. 


SECT. XXIX परत्वापरत्वे. 

Posteriority and priority are the (special and instrumental) 
causes of the common usage of the words posterior and prior. 
They reside in the four ( substances), earth, etc. and the mind. 
They are twofold, caused by space and time. The posteriority 
caused by space is in the remote, and priority so caused is 
inthe near. Posteriority caused by time is in the elder, and 
priority so caused is in the younger. l 

1. Posterioty and priority may also be designated re- 

moteness and proximity respectively. 
Pech and 20% These qualities reside in the first four 
substances, because they are the only 
corporeal and non-eternal substances having a limited di- 


* See verse quoted in Note 3 on Sect. X XIII p. 159 supra, 
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mension, Mind, being corporeal, possesses only one kind 
of priority and posteriority, namely that made by space faga, 
but not the other caused by time, as mind is eternal. The last 
four substances remaining are both eternal and incorporeal 
and cannot therefore have any kind of qwe or अपरत्व- Really 
speaking qve and अपरत्व are nothing more than relations of 
corporeal things to time and space, expressed in the form 
of qualities forthe purpose of marking their varying degrees. 


SECT. XXX, XXXI, गुरुत्वम्‌, era. 

Gravity i$ the non-intunate cause of the first fall, and 
resides in earth and water. 

Fluidity is the non-entimate cause of the first flow, residing 
in earth, water ang light. Tt is twofold, natural and 
artificial. 

1. The definitions of Gravity and Fluidity are analogous, 

one being called * the non-intimate cause 
m uy and Flu- of the first act of falling,’ and the other 

‘a like cause of the first act of flowing.’ 
The word आय is inserted in both definitions to exclude 
velocity ( वेग ) which is the non-intimate cause of the second 
and all subsequent acts of falling or flowing. Asa matter 
of fact, falling and flowing are essentially the same acts, 
one being the coming down ofa solid from a higher level, 
while the other is the same act in a fluid; but the Naiydyt- 
kas do not seem to have realized this. They do not 
also seem to have known the dynamical theory of falling 
bodies, as is clear from their calling शुरुत्व the cause of the 
first falling only, while it is in fact the cause of every act 
of falling. The confusion of the two meanings of the 
word गुरुत्व, viz. weight and heaviness, isalready noticed and 
commented upon. 

2. Fluidity is of two kinds, natural as that of water, and 
artificial as that of melted ghee. The distinction between स- 
सिद्धिक and नेमित्तिकद्रवत्व, though spoken of as inherent and 
absolute, seems to have been made to indicate the fact that 
some things remain fluid at normal temperature and others 
ORDER asc Peele DO en ci nse E CI ONE 


« — * Bee Note 3 on Sect, IV. p. 85, supra, 
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not. Those of the first kind such as water are said to pos- 
sess natural fluidity, while others requiring the application 
of additional heat have artificial fluidity only. The solidity 
of snow and hail which are forms of water 18 exceptional 
and hence does not affect the proposition. 

3. Unlike gravity, fluidity is assumed in light also 
namely, in melted gold and other metals, while the gravity 
of the metals is ascribed to earthy portion in them. It 
might be urged that, following the analogy of gravity, even 
the fluidity of metals can be attributed to some watery por- 
tion in them; but this cannot be, says the Vaiseshika, for 
in that case it would be सांसिद्धिक, while the fluidity of 
metals is really नेमित्तिक only. Again why cannot the same 
earthy portion, which accounts for the gravity of metals, 
also account for its नैमित्तिक द्रवत्व ? This is also not possible, 
for the fluidity of metals is of a different kind, being ag- 
चि्छियमान (indestructible) even by the application of ex- 
treme heat, while that of earthy substances is उच्छियमान, 
Light in the form of metals must therefore be regarded as 
having a peculiar fluidity of its own. 


Secr. XXXII s. 

* Viscidity is the quality which is the ( special and ins- 
trumental ) cause of the agglutination of powders and resides in 
water oniy.” 

l. The viscidity found in oil, milk and such other earthy 
substances is of course due to the watery 
Viscidity portion in them. How can oil, says an 
objector, inflame fire if there is water in 
it, while water itself extinguishes fire? Here too, the 
Vaiseshka is ready with his explanation, viz. तेलान्तरे aat- 
कर्षादहनस्यानुकूळता. * Oil hastens fire because it has a greater 
amount of viscidity than pure water. It is not explained 
however whence this greater viscidity in oil comes if it is 
due to water alone. 'पिण्डीभाव means thickening or concen- 
tration. It is the peculiar combination which holds parti- 
cles of powder together. The reason....whythis. fna pum. 
requires a special quality स्नेह and capnot. 5 


22 
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दरवत्व 18 that melted gold which possesses Huidity cannot 
form lumps of powders. N. D., however, quite appositely 
remarks that liquid water is alone the real cause, while solid 
water such as hail and ice is incapable of agglutinating par- 
ticles. The fact is that the modern scientifie theory of 
molecular attraction and repulsion which induced the three 
states of solid, liquid and gaseous in all matter was hardly 
known to Indian physicists, aud hence they were often led 
into giving fantastic explanations of ordinary phenomena. 


2. T. D., N. B. and S. C. say that the propriety of the word’ 
यण in the definition ofeag isto exclude timo etc.; but this does 
not seem correct, as time and other universal causes are 
already excluded by interpreting By os surrena s Mey. 
explains the word as excluding चूर्ण, but this is also incor- ° 
rect, since चूर्ण can be excluded by taking 3g in the sense of 
निमित्तकारण as it has been hitherto taken. Tt appears more 
reasonable to understand aper as excluding the act of aggluti- 
nating which is also the speciil and instrumental cause of 
पिण्डीभाव- Hence either the liue काछादी etc. in T. D., which 
is retained in this edition because it 1s found in all copies, 
is interpolated by some one who failed to understand the 
text, or Annambhatta deliberately used the word gg here in 
a narrower sense than previously. Probably he borrowed 
the definition from a more ancient work, without determin- 
ing accurately the propriety of euch word.* 


rto ETUR म 


Sect. AX XIII, शाब्दः. 


Sound is the quality which s apprehended by the sense of 
hearing, and resides in ether alone. If as two-fold, inarti- 
culate or noise and articulate or words. The nose 28 (heard) in 
drums etc.; while words appear inthe form of Sanskrit language. 


1, Besides the two-fold division in the text, the T. D. gives 
another three-fold division of sound, mak- 
Sound. ing in all six varieties of it. The latter 
mE three divisions are: 1 संयोगज, born of 
conjunction, such as the sound ofa drum produced by the 
contact of the stick or hand with the drum ; 2 विभागज, born 
of disjunction, such as the sound produced by splitting a 
bamboo-stick ; and 3 rega born of sound, such as all 
subsequent sounds which are produced from the first one. 


Meene a 
» p. B. Ben. ed, p. 260. 
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92. A more elaborate division of sound is the following:— 


SIS. 
> बु | हेतुक 
: अखु्धिहेतुकः 
| e, ४. सेघादिशब्दः 
| 
स्वाभाविक: काल्पनिकः 
वायादिशब्द गीतिरूपः वर्णात्मकः 
| 
सार्थकः निरर्थकः 
प्रमाण: अप्रमाणः 
. d " | 
लोकिक. दिकः 


And so on. The articulate sound will betreated furtheron 
under शाब्दप्रमाण ( Sect. 59-63. ) 

9. The grega शब्द is recognized to account for the fact that 
sound can be heard at any distance from 
the place where it is first produced. There 


are only two senses which apprehend their 
objects at a distance, namely, sight and hearing. Of these 


the eye is supposed to go outside to the object, and carry 
back its impression to the mind. But the organ of hearing 
being of the nature of all-pervading Akdsa cannot move. 
sia or organ of hearing is defined as the Akdsa which is कर्ण- 
शष्कुल्यवाच्छिन्न, ८2. e. the portion of ether limited and severed 
from the rest of the Addsa by the cavity of the ear. Evidently 
sta cannot go out ofthe ear-cavity by which it is conditioned 


for ag soon as it goes out it will be no श्रीत्र but common ether 

As the organ of hearing cannot go to its object, it is 
necessary that the object should reach the ear, so that anyhow 
the two may come into contact. But the sound which is 


produced in that portion of Akáša which is immediately in 
contact with the drum is distant from the oar and cannot 
itself travel to the ear, being, asa quality, ingeiparably connect- 


The Nydiya the- 
‘ory of sound. 


m 
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ed with a definite portion of the 48656. Besids itisa doc- 
trine of the Naiyáyikas that sound is अनित्य and cannot last 
for more than a few moments. This first sound therefore is 
supposed to produce a second similar sound in the next piece 
of Afdsa, and this second a third; and so on, until the train 
reaches the portion of 48886 confined in the ear, that is, the 
si. Itis this last sound produced in the strarerar that is 
directly perceived by the organ of hearing, and as it is the 
last of a series generated by the first sound, it is called grezsr. 
So far this theory of sound is accepted by all JVaiyáyikas, 
but there is a slight difference of opinion as to the mode in 
which sound travels or rather propagates its species. Some, 
applying the analogy of ocean-waves (वीचीतरङ्गन्याय), say that 
the series of sounds travels in a straight line in one direction 
only, namely from the drum direct to the ear. Others apply 
the analogy ofa कदम्ब flower (कद्म्बगोलकन्याय), the filaments 
of which shoot round about in all directions ; and so they 
say that sound travels not in one direction only but in all 
directions, that is, innumerable series of sounds start from 
the central point where it was first produced, and go in every 
direction. The simple fact that the sound of a drum is 
heard on all sides and not in one direction only is enough to 
prove that the latter analogy is nearer the truth than the 
former. The whole of the above theory of sound 18 very 
crude and faulty owing to the inveterate habit of Indian 
philosophers to indulge in speculations in matters that can 
be known only by actual observation or experiments. They did 
not know thatthe real organ of hearing isthe tympanum in the 
ear which has a closer similarity with thedrum than with the 
Adio, while the fact of the sound being carried by air by 
means of successive undulations of air-particles was also 
undreampt of. Instead of investigating the nature of sound 
in such practical directions, the Nazydyikas exhausted their 
energies in discussing whether sound was eternal or non- 
eternal. The prog and cons as well as the importance of 
this ast controversy in Indian philosophy will be noticed 
later on, 
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SECT. XXXIV, चुद्धिः. 

Cognition is the (special and instrumental ) cause of 
all communication or intercourse, and it 1s knowledge. It is 
twofold, remembrance and apprehension. Remembrance is 
knowledge produced from mental impression alone. Knowledge 
other than remembrance ts apprehension. 

1, Cognition is the proper equivalent for af as used in 

the Nydéya system. Ballantyne translates 

Cognition, ate by ‘understanding,’ and Roer by 

* intellect; ° but both renderings are 
wrong.'The word gar is capable of having three meanings:—1st 
the act of knowing, which may be called * understanding; 
2ndly the instrument of knowledge which is * intellect; and 
Srdly the product of the act of knowing, which is ‘cognition.’ 
It is in this last sense that the word is invariably used in 
Nydya and Varseshika philosophies. This should be quite 
clear from the mention of af among the qualities, that is, 
as a property of the soul. A cognition is undoubtedly such 
a property; while understanding is an act, and intellect being 
an instrument of knowledge is a substance, and is identified 
by Narydyikas with mind. - Other schools of philosophers 
such as the Sdikhyas and the Vedántins designate बुद्धि as an 
elemental thing under the name mgawa, and divide it into 
several faculties performing different functions, namely, 
अहंकार and अंतःकरण. According to them, therefore, बुद्धि is an 
instrument of knowledge; but their doctrine is emphatically 
repudiated by Naiydyikhas who regard बुद्धि as a quality of 
the soul and capable of being perceived, while the direct 
instrumentality of knowledge is assigned to mind which 
being atomic is imperceptible. Hence in the definition given 
in the text बुद्धि is said to be knowledge itself, and not an 
instrument of knowledge. 

2. व्यवहार is, as V. V. rightly defines it, बुबोधयिषापूर्वकवाक्य- 
प्रयोगः, utterance of words for the purpose of communicating 
ideas, and not आहारविहारादिः as $. C. has it, for the latter is 
too wide and would include involuntary actions, such as 

“walking in sleep, which are not prompted by knowledge. 
‘Briefly ' speaking, gf& is a property of the soul which 
prompts articulate language ; or, in other words, itis thought 
clothed in intelligible words. This invariable assqciation of 
ate and व्यवहार makes the above definition too narrow, in as 
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much as it does not apply to निर्विकल्पज्ञान or mere sensation, 
which is a species of cognition, but which can never be 
expressed by articulate language. V. V. therefore modifies 
the definition into ताहहव्यवहारजनकताबच्छेदकजातिमत्त्वम, that is, 
cognition is the quality having that ज्ञाते which characterizes 
the efficient cause of the above kind of व्यवहार. Thus Afa- 
कल्पज्ञान, though itself not व्यवहारहेतु, has the जातिबुद्धित्व which 
differentiates the व्यवहारहेतु- 


3. The definition of जद given in the text is in many re- 
spects more convenient in practice than 
Other defimtions. scientifically accuate. The T. D. there- 
fore supplies a better definition, जानामीत्य- 
नुव्यवसायगम्यज्ञानत्वस Cognition is said to be that knowledge 
( ज्ञान ) which becomes the subject ( गम्य ) of the conscious- 
ness ( अनुव्यवसाय ) having the form ‘ I know.’ This requires 
a little explanation. Perceptive knowledge according to 
Nydya is acquired by going through three successive steps, 
viz. इन्द्रियर्स निकर्ष, ज्ञान and अनुव्यवसाय- When an object like a 
jar is brought before us, our organ of sight first comes into 
contact with it, and carries animage of the object to the 
mind which conveys it to the soul. This organ is called the 
पत्यक्षप्रमाण, efficient cause of perception. This image is then 
converted into a cognition or बुद्धि having the form sep we: 
«this is a jar.’ This cognition ( घटजञान ) again being a 
property ofthe soul, the Ego becomes घटज्ञानवान; which 
when combined with the ever present अहंकार ‘I am, ? results 
into the compound consiousness, घटज्ञानवानहसस्मि Or घटमहं 
जानासि ‘I know a jar. This last consciousness is called अनु- 
व्यवसाय because it always follows व्यवसाय or simple cognition. 
Hence the cognition * This is a jar (अथं घटः ) is said to 
become the subject matter of the consciousness ‘I know. ? 
The peculiarity of this definition consists in the fact that 
other scholastics, such as the Sdi#ZAyas and the Vedántins, 
do not recognize the cognition अय॑ घट: to be the गम्यमान of a 
further A but give the name cognition to अनुव्यवसाय' 
itself, The definition thus states a peculiar doctrine of 
Nydya. 


LÀ 
4, Another noteworthy definition of बुद्धि given in ‘the 
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Sapta-Padarthi of GSivádityáchàrya is आत्साश्रयः प्रकादाः, Which 
the commentator Jinavardhana explains, अज्ञानांधःकारतिरस्कार- 
कारकसकलपदार्थस्थार्थप्रकाशकः प्रदीप इव देदीप्यमानो यः प्रकाइाः सा SE: 
knowledge is of the nature oflight because it dispels the 
darkness of ignorance and illuminates all objects to the 
mind's eye. The epithet आत्माश्रयः means residing in the 
soul as a property, and explains Annambhatta’s definition 
of आत्मा as ज्ञानाधिकरणम्‌, बुद्धि and ज्ञान being of course synony- 
mous. Prasastapdda defines बुद्धि merely hy giving उपलब्धि, 
ज्ञान and प्रत्यय as its synonyms.* 


5. The wording of the definition in four copies is differ- 
ent, being “Santa ate: instead of"Egd(a- 

हि RREO discus- atag; while two other copies add au: 
after gg: quite unnecessarily. The inter- 

change of ज्ञानं and af: has an important bearing on the 
right understanding of the definition; for the other read- 
ing is not only ambiguous, but is likely to mislead some 
into taking gf& to be only one species of knowledge which 
is व्यवहारहेतुः. Asa matter of fact ज्ञान is an independent 
predicate of बुद्धि intended to describe the exact nature of 
cognition, and probably also to exclude the possibility of 
ate being mistaken for the act or the instrument of know- 
ledge. It contradicts according to S. C. the doctrine of 
SánkAyas that बुद्धि or ngaa is a material element, produced 
from sera and identical with अन्तःकरण the instrument of 
knowledge. One copy of T. D. inserts काळादावतिव्यातिवारणाय 
क्षानसिति, but that is incorrect, as time etc. are excluded by 
taking हेतु as असाधारणहेतु. Another propriety of the word 
wra noticed by S. C., oz. that बुद्धि here does not mean 
excess of knowledge as in expressions बुद्धिमान देवदत्तः, 18 
rather far-fetched. The expression is borrowed from Go- 
tama’s aphorism, जाद्धिरुपलब्बिज्ञानमित्यनर्थान्तरम्‌ and is probab- 
ly used asa hint to the student that Gotama’s psychology 
and logic are easily reconcilable with the,system of Va- 
seshika paddrthas adopted in this book. Whatever may be 


nt 
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the case it is evident that in this and in all the following 
sections of the book treating of the kinds and proofs of 
knowledge the author is a consistent follower of Gotama 
rather than of # 6४66७, and has attempted with consider- 
able success to incorporate the Nydya doctrine of proofs 
with the Vai3eshika system of paddrthas. 


6. Cognition is of two kinds, remembrance and appre- 
hension. Remembrance is defined as the 
knowledge which is born of a mental im- 
pression alone ( संस्कार). This संस्कार is 
that particular kind of it, which is called भावना and which 
is defined further on ( Sect. 75 ) as being born of apprehen- 
sion and causing remembrance. So भावनासंस्कार is properly 
speaking the operation ( ब्यापार ) which comes into existence 
between the product zuíd, and its cause अनुभव. व्यापार 
is defined as तज्जन्यत्वे wid तज्जन्यजनकः, that is, an inter- 
mediate operation born of the cause and producing the thing 
which is the effect of that cause. ब्यापार is therefore a sort 
of intermediate link between the effect and its cause, which 
often, as in this case of स्मृति, is separated by a great 
interval of time. 


Divisons of cog- 
nition. 


7. The insertion of gra in the definition of स्मात has been 
me sharply criticised, and as strongly defend- 
poe of ed. The word, it is said, excludes प्रत्यभिज्ञा 
( reminiscence ) which is produced by 

संस्कार but not by it alone, as a direct perception of the 
object isalso an operating causein it. The difference between 
प्रत्याभिज्ञा and gf consists in the presence or absence of 
the thing recollected. When a man, for instance, who has 
seen an elephant with a driver om its back, sees either the 
elephant or the driver alone, heatonce remembers the other 
one, his knowledge is said to be remembrance, and ig solely 
due to tl impression that had been left on his mind 
Bince he saw the elephant with a driver on its back. 
Ihe thing, which brings back to the mind the memory 
of the absent object by the law of association is called the 
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wüghpg (reviver ) of that संस्कार, In प्रत्यमिज्ञा ( reminiscence ) 
the object recollected is actually before our eyes, and the 
novelty of the knowledge only consists in the identity of the 
object now perceived with some one previously seen, as when 
on seeing देवदत्त 006 recollects that it is the same देवदत्त whom 
one saw before. Here the actual perception of देवदत्त is as 
much the cause of knowledge as the impression left on mind 
by a former perception; and hence प्रत्यभिज्ञा is not संस्काराः 
जन्यं but प्रत्यक्षसहरूतसंस्कारजन्य- Several copies of T. S. and 
T. D. omit साच in the definition in the text as well as the 
sentence in T. D. referring to it. S. C. appears to have had 
both readings before him as he expressly prefers the one 
with ara. Other writers omit ara from the definition on 
the ground that even without it the definition does not cover 
प्रत्यभिज्ञा; because there the immediate cause of the प्रत्यभिज्ञा is 
not the previous impression, but the remembrance of the 
identity of the thing ( aar=@aewat ) which is produced from 
संस्कार.* Ina remembrance the impression is the immediate 
cause, while in a reminiscence the impression produces re- 
membrance of identity, and then this remembrance of simple 
identity produces the reininiscence that that identity resided 
in the object actually seen. .Thus प्रत्याभिज्ञा is not सस्कारजन्य 
at all, and hence mra is unnecessary. Nilakantha answers 
this argument by simply remarking that the cause 0 प्रत्यानिज्ञा 
is the impression of identity and not an intermediate remem- 
brance. Another objection to the definition is that it is 
agga and will not cover even स्मृति which is not संस्कारमात्र- 
जन्या but अनुभवजन्या also; but the अर्सभष can be removed 
either by taking ary in the sense of साक्षाज्जन्य or by constru- 
ing the definition, as Nilakantha remarks, to mean वक्षराग्र- 
जॅन्यत्वे सति (and not संस्काराजन्यत्वे सति) संस्कारजन्यत्वस्‌. As to 
संस्कारध्वंस which is also संस्कारमात्रजन्य it is excluded by ज्ञान. 


8. The author defines agxa as ‘all knowledge other than 
remembrance,’ ४. e. all cognitions which are 
newly acquired and are hot repetitions of 
former ones. - The negative definition of अनुभव in the text is 


Apprehension. 
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due to the fact that agwy is a simple ultimate operation of 
the mind which is at the bottom of all other mental opera- 
tions, including even the act of defining. Besides, a defin- 
ition of अनुभव is really unnecessary, as by simply excluding egre 
or repeated knowledge, the definition of बुद्धि will also serve 
for the residuum, that is अद्भ. This and the subsequent 
divisions and sub divisious of ga; are according to the 
system of Gotama. The Vaiseshiha division is slightly 
different and may therefore be profitably compared with that 
given in the text. Prasastapdda divides and subdivides 
बुद्धि as follows:—* 
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Ofthese WR is inference, while arf which is a kind of प्रत्यक्ष 
18 the supernatural perception of Yogins. Others can be easily 
identified with their corresponding varieties given in the text. 


9. The three words बुद्धि, अनुभव and स्वाति are rendered into 

: ; English by ‘cognition,’ ‘apprehension’ 
En हक mid and ‘remembrance,’ because they are their 
nearest equivalents; but the meanings of 

the last two require to be clearly defined. Remembrance, re- 
collection, and reminiscence, for instance, are analogous but 
easily distinguishable. Remembrance is an idea which recurs 


e * P. B, Ben. ed. p. 172, ei. seg, 
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to the mind without the operation of an external object on 
the sensory nerve, and isthus opposed to perception; while it 
becomes recollection, if it is sought after and found with 
difficulty and effort." exríq is remembrance as above defined 
and probably includes recollection also, as Natydyikas do 
not seem to make a distinction between a spontaneous and an 
artificial recollection. Remembrance as above defined may 
seem to be concerned with impressions gained from perception 
only; but there is no reason why a former inference treasur- 
ed up in mind or an impression produced from a previous 
remembrance should not be remembered as well; and hence 
vata properly speaking is general and comprehends all impres- 
sions however originally derived. Remimscence isthe act by 
which we endeavour to recall and re-unite former states of 
consciousness, and is a kind of reasoning by which we 
ascend from a present consciousness to a former one. This is 
akin to प्रत्यभिज्ञा. Apprehension is the simple knowledge ofa 
fact, and isan act or condition of the mind in which it 
receives a notion of any object.{ Simple apprehension is 
again divided into two kinds, «»compler and complex, which 
respectively correspond to JNa:yé yia, निर्विकल्पक and साविकल्पक- 
ज्ञान: This is not exactly the amaa of Vydya, but it is very 
nearit. Cognitionis knowledge in its widest sense, embracing 
sensation, perception, conception, and notion. According 
to Kant, cognition is the determined reference of certain 
representations to an object; that is, to cognize is to refer a 
perception to an object by means of a conception. A dog 
knows his master, but does not coynize him, because it has 
not the faculty of forming a mental conception of the mass 
ter. An absent-minded man secs an object, but does not 
cognize it because his mind is not working to form a notion 
of the object. The Natyéy:kas expressed this idea by saying 
that in an अनुभव, the property of the external obiect must 
become the प्रकार of the corresponding cognition. 


क्क 
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Secr. XXXV, agaa: 

Ji (apprehension) is twofold: true and false. The true one is 
the apprehension of a thing having an attribute as possessing 
that attribute and it is called Pramd; the false one is the 
apprehension of a thing not having an attribute as possessing that 
attribute, e. g. knowledge of silver in a conch-shell. 


1. Apprehension is divided into right (यथार्थ) and wroug 
( अयथार्थ ), the first being usually called 
Apprehension. war and the second अप्रमा. यथार्थानुभव is a 
correct apprehension in which the 
object is cognized as it is ( यथा भूतोऽर्थो यस्मिन्‌ सः). It is 
defined तद्वति तत्प्रकारकः which may be paraphrased as agar- 
व्यकस्तत्प्रकारकः, that is apprehension of a certain object pos- 
Sessing an attribute as possessing that attribute. 
2. The words विशेषण, विशेष्य and प्रकार should be carefully 
noted as they constantly occur in Nydya 
Pire विशेष्य works. When we see an object, the object 
becomes the बिहोष्य of our knowledge, while 
the characteristic, which distinguishes that object and makes 
it what it is, is called the प्रकार of the same knowledge. Thus 
in the cognition, अय॑ yet, घट the object of the cognition is 
the विशोष्य, while घटत्व the distinguishing property of we is 
the प्रकार of the corresponding cognition. ‘Hence the cogni- 
tion अयं घटः is defined as चटत्ववद्धटविशेष्यक-घटत्वप्रकारूक, that is, 
one which has a jar possessing the attribute jar-ness for its 
object ( विशेष्य ), and has weeq for its special characteristic 
( प्रकार ). The use of this two-fold terminology is that while 
the fqziwr describes the form of the cognition, धकार distin- 
guishes it from similar cognitions, asforinstance were from 
पटज्ञान. There is a similar distinction between विशेषण and 
प्रकार. When we see a नीलघट, the quality of नील becomesa 
प्रकार of the cognition of the blue jar, while the same quality 
blueness is a विशेषण of the jar itself. Similarly in the cog- 
aition अयं घटः, घटत्व is the बिशेषण of घट and the प्रकार of घटज्ञान. 
विशेषण is the property ofa material object, while प्रकार is the 
property of knewledge. 
3. The definition of प्रमा-तद्दाति तत्यकारको saws: —can there- 
fore be paraphrased into घटत्वबवद्दिदोष्यक-घटत्व- 
प्रकारको5नुभव३, Which in simple language 


nM and Apra- 
l i means that in a right apprehension that 


m 
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same characteristic which marks the object must also be 
the distinguishing property of its notion. Hence V. V. 
remarks सप्तम्यर्थो विशेष्यत्वस, meaning that the locative ag 
denotes that the thing (2. e. घट ) possessing तत्‌ (१. e. घटत्व) 
is the object ( बिशेष्य ) of the apprehension, which has the 
same aa £07 its प्रकार, All this can be briefly expressed by 
saying that right apprehension is the knowledge of an 
object as it really exists. The opposite of this is अप्रमा; 
namely, the cognition ofa property ( तत्वकारकः ) in a thing 
which does not possess that property ( अतद्वति ). The cog- 
nition of silver-ness in a thing which is silver is प्रसा; while 
the same cognition of silver-xess, if made in a mother-o'pearl 
which is noć silver, becomes अप्रमा., The use of the quali- 
fication qgríq in the definition of प्रमा is made apparent in a 
combined knowledge of two or more things. Suppose we 
perceive we and qg simultaneously and together, but in- 
stead of cognizing घट as घट and qaas qa wetake घट to be पट 
and vice versa. Here we have a knowledge which has both 
xz and पट for its objects ( विशोष्य ) and also घटत्व and परत्व 
for its properties ( प्रकार ) $ but it is not à घरमा because घटत्व- 
प्रकार belongs to the part-cognition which is पटविशेष्यक and 
vice versa. Hence the necessity of saying that the know- 
ledge must be तत्प्रकार with reference to the object itself (agra). 


4. A very subtle objection to the definition 18 suggested 
and auswered by T. D. The definition 

Some objections. applies to a cognition of wz when we can 
interpret ag as घटत्वाधिकरणें; but it can- 

not apply to a cognition of चटत्व itself as residing in a घट, 
for घटत्ब is not the अधिकरण of qe or any other thing ; so the 
expression qafa is meaningless in this case, and the defini- 
tion will be awara. The difficulty can be avoided by tak- 
ing qata to mean तत्संबंधवाते, so that as घट isthe आधिकरण of 
घटत्वसम्बन्ध, 50 घटत्व is the अधिकरण of घटसभ्बन्ध, and the defi- 
nition comprehends both. Similarly the definition of अप्रमा 
is too wide as it will apply even toa right cognition, ‘This is 
in union. For conjunction being a partial (अव्याप्यदात्ति ) 
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property, the same thing is always संयोगवत्‌ as well as 
संयोगाभाववत्‌ ; and a cognition gx संयोगी will be both प्रमा as 
well as amat. But this is not so, for ina wrong cognition 
the knowledge is obtained froma part where there isa 
negation of संयोग, while in aright cognition the संयोग is 
known to be onthe part having संयोग. Again although a thing 
resides in another by संयोग and not marg, its absolute 
negation subsisting on the same substratum by समवायसंबंध 
does not make it a wrong cognitign. 

All this scholastic subtility does not lessen even a bit the 
inherentambiguity of the definitions. The practical difficulty 
1$, which of the many properties of a thing 1s denoted by 
तत, andis therefore to be takenas the test of right apprehen- 
sion. Thattheyarethe घटत्व of घट and qaa of पट will of course 
be the prompt reply $ but do waz and पटत्ब, it may be asked, 
convey any definite ideas apart from wz and पट? We cannot 
understand घटत्ब or qazaq unless we first know what घट or 
पट is. How can then घटत्ब or qgeq become the test of judg- 
ing the validity of the knowledge of qr ०० पटा? It is said 
that we see a we truly when we observe घटत्व in it, but 
properly speaking we cannot see waq in the thing unless 
we have first recognized the thing to be घट. It is not 
easy to overcome this dilemma. 


5. Other philosophers such as the Sdnkhyas and the 
Vedánitins reject the Nydya definitions and define प्रसा as 


` अनधिगताबाधितार्थविषयत्वम्‌, a cognition having for its object 
के thing that was not apprehended before and that is 


never contradicted. अनधिगत excludes wf and may be 
omitted if the definition is to apply to both right appre- 
hension and right remembrance. स्व्रति also, according to 
Annambhatia (see Sect 05 infra), is divisible into यथार्थ and 
अयथार्थ, though its validity depends on other reasons; but 
according to some Vaiydykas स्म्वाति is of one kind only. As 
to the three kinds of अयथार्थानुभव 860 Sect. LXIV and notes 
thereon. There is ng reason why the following four divisions 
of gay should not also be applicable to अयथार्थानुभव. Thus 
there may he a wrong perceptive knowledge owing to defect of 
organs and other causes, ora wrong judgment due to fallacious 


reasoning, ora false analogy, or a misunderstanding of words. 
fm 
E 
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All these, it seems, will fall under the second division of 
यथार्थ, namely, विपर्यय, unless of course they have the ad- 
ditional characteristics of संशय and तर्क. 


Sror. XXXVI. अनुभवभेदाः 


Right apprehension is divided into four hinds" Percept, 
Judgment, Analogy and Verbal knowledge. The instruments 
of these are also four, namely: Perception, Inference, Com- 
parison and Word or Language. 


1. The superiority of Sanskrit terminology is proved 
here by the fact that except in the case of 

d nd प्रत्यक्ष the same root supplies two distinct 
and appropriate naràes, one for the 1ustru- 

ment, and another for the result of knowledge, while in 
English we are often obliged to employ the same term for 
both. Hven in Sanskrit much confusion often results from 
the ambiguous use of the word प्रत्यक्ष for both knowledge 
and its instrument. J have therefore borrowed some new 
terms from English logic, so as to provide different names 
for each of these. Perception is commonly applied to 
knowledge, its instrament, as well as the act of knowing; 
but I have restricted it to the instrument only, or rather 
the instrument in the act of knowing; while a new term 
Percept is used on the authority of Max-Müller to denote 
the particular notion acquired by perception.* The act of 
reasoning is denoted by Inference, while the conclusion 
\reached is called Judgment, which according to Mansel is 
“a combination of two concepts related to one or more 
common objects of possible intuition.” ' उपामिति and उपमान 
are respectively rendered by Analogy and Comparison, the 
latter denoting the act of establishing similarity between 
two things, while the former implies the similarity so 
established. There is no appropriate name for झण्दज्ञान, 
‘ authority ° and, tradition? which are sometimes employed 


* Max Müller: Science of Thought p. 20. 
t Mansel: Prologom. Log. p. 60. 
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meaning quite different things. Verdal Knowledge and 
Word are therefore used for streama and greg respectively. 


2. The four varieties of प्रमा as well as their instruments 
wil be defined and explained later; 
What:s Pramána, but it will be useful first to examine the 
general nature of waro.: The aim of 
Nydya as that of all sciences being the attainment of truth, 
a knowledge of ‘proofs’ by which that truth is to be known 
is necessary, according to the maxim मानाधीना मेयसिद्धिः, 
‘knowledge of the thing to be meagured depends on a know- 
ledge of the measure.’ When we have once determined the 
nature and limits of valid proofs, it is comparatively easy to 
arrive at true knowledge by employing those proofs pro- 
perly; or rather the latter function being beyond the pro- 
vince of any art or science may be left to the judgment and 
capacity of each individual. The greater part of Nydya 
writings is therefore devoted to a consideration of these 
proofs, and many controversies have raged respecting them 
among rival systematists. The number of proofs has varied 
greatly with different schools from one to nine, and all of 
them have been equally tenacious in holding to their fav- 
ourite theories. Annambhatia follows Gotama in recognizing 
four proofs,* but the assignment ofeach to the four divi- 
sions of प्रमा respectively seems to be his own improve- 
ment. प्रमाण ( प्रमीयते5नेनाते ) is defined in T. D. as sareta, 
‘the instrument of right apprehension’; but the definition is 
rather vague, and inapplicable in those cases where the 
proofs, though perfectly valid in themselves, lead to wrong 
knowledge owing to extrinsic causes 


3. The definition given by the author is according to 
some imperfect, as it mentions only one function of a 
proof, namely, प्रमाजनकत्व ( production of प्रसा ), and does not 
comprehend its other function, प्रमात्वज्ञापकत्व ( determination 
of the validity of the yar). Another and a somewhat more 
accurate definition is साधनाभयाव्यतिरिक्तत्वे साते प्रमाव्याप्तम, ‘proof 
is that which is always followed. by right apprehension (प्रमा), 


» G. B..I, 1, 9. 
: t Saro, D. B, Oslo, ed, p. 110. 
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and is united with the appropriate organ and the receptacle of 
knowledge, viz. soul. Thus proof is first an invariable condi- 
tion of प्रमा, and not merely the cause of yar.’ प्रमाण has a 
double function; it not only produces right apprehension, 
but sometimes also tests its truth. Itisnottherefore प्रमाकरण 
only, but प्रमात्वज्ञापक also; and so the definition sarama 18 
more correct as comprehending both. The Nazyédyikas are 
परतःप्रामाण्यवादिनः 2. ८. they hold that the validity of a cogni- 
tion 18 proved not by itself, but by some other extraneous 
means. The objection in their view is not therefore very 
serious. प्रमाण is neither soul, nor mind, nor the organs of 
sense, for if it had been so there would have been no neces- 
sity of its separate mention apart from these latter which 
are already enumerated. The Mimimsakas define प्रमाण as 
अनधिगतार्थगन्त, * that which apprehendsn object not known 
before; ’ but this definition, says S. C., is wrong because in 
a long series of sensations of the same object, the first only 
thereby becomes प्रमा, while the succeeding sensations will 
not be qar being अधिगतार्थ- The Mimåmsaka’s answer to this 
objection is that each individual sensation is different from its 
predecessor in as much as it was produced at a different 
moment. The expression अनाधिंगत is intended to prevent भावना- 
संस्कार being called the proof of «gra. The Naiydyikas restrict 
all proofs to अनुभव or new cognitions and call स्मृति mere repeti- 
tions thereof caused by संस्कार from previous impressions. 


4. Before proceeding further, it will be worth while to 
notice two varieties of knowledge recog- 

ue ae nized by European logicians, which are 
apparently left out of Naiydyika’s classi- 

fication of gf, namely, intwitions and beliefs. An intuition 
is any knowledge whatsoever, sensuous or intellectual, which 
is apprehended immediately, that is, without the instrumen- 
tality of any sense or mental faculty. -Axioms in Geometry, 
and the notions of time, space and causality are such 
intustions, which do not come under any yf the heads of 
अनुभव of the Na:ydyikas. Some of these are accounted for 
otherwise, as by the recognition of time and space as 
independent entities which are inferred from their effects. 
The rest will be probably included under स्थाते as teminiscen- 

24 ; 
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ces of previous births retained by agw. The doctrines of 
agy and transmigration enable Indian philosophers to ex- 
plain many facts that are incomprehensible to Western 
thinkers. The other kind of knowledge that is apparently 
left unnoticed is delzef or faith, which differs from cognition 
in that it denotes ** those exercises of the mind in which 
we believe in the existence of an object, not now before us 
and under immediate inspection. "* Weoftenentertain many 
notions which are not self-evident and yet which we do not 
know to be positively true. These are beliefs. The Naéydyikas, 
it seems, would include them, if authoritative, under शाब्दज्ञान, 
and if not, under amar. In this way the classification of बुद्धि 
may claim to be exhaustive. 


f अलक 


SECT, XXXVI. करणम्‌. 
An instrument is a cause which is peculiar. 


1. A करण is defined as ‘a cause which is peculiar. ’ 
According to V. V., 8. C. and Nilakantha, 
Prozwnate Cause. अंसाधारण is inserted to exclude general 
causes such as time and space; but this 
does not seem to be the sole purpose of the word. The 
word must also be intended to exclude other causes, such as 
the intimate and the non-intimate causes of a thing, which 
are neither universal nor करण. असाधारण is better paraphrased by 
i Nilakantha as यहिलम्बात्यक्रतकायलित्पादस्तत्कारणत्वस्‌ू, that is, ‘a 
cause without which a desired effect will never be produced;? } 
but this also is not strictly accurate. A करण properly speaking 
is the immediate or proximate cause that gathers together 
the scattered materials and gives final shape to the product 
dt is the cause which, other accessories being present, is 
absolutely necessary for the completion of the effect. This 
seems to be the meaning of असाधारण here, which consider- 
ably differs from the sense in which it is used in other 
passages.f But even so much restriction is not sufficient to 


4 E 
* M'Oosh: Intuitions p. 196 
t See Séo. 29, and the reading of several copies in 860, 24+6-6+7. 
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ensure perfect accuracy in the definition of करण, For exam- 
ple, दण्ड is an असाधारण निमित्तकरण of घट andis therefore its 
करणः but a दण्ड in a forest can never be the करण of a घट, 
although the definition would equally apply to it, as it is 
potentially if not actually an efficient cause of qx. To exclude 
दण्ड in the forest, the ancient Nazydyikas inserted an additional 
qualification व्यापारवच्त्वे साति, 50 that only a दण्ड, which is 
actually employed in the act of producing a jar, is its करण, 
while a «ug in the forest having no व्यापार is excluded. व्यापार 
is defined by S. C. as द्रब्येतरत्वे सति तञ्ञन्यत्वे साते तज्वन्यजनकः, 
that is, ‘ an operation which, not being a द्रव्य, isthe product 
of a thing (ww), and produces the effect of that thing, 
{When an axe lops off à tree, the axe is the करण, the cutting 
is the final product, and the contact of the axe with the 
wood is the व्यापार; because it is produced from the axe and 
produces the cutting. | The words द्रब्येतरत्वे साति are inserted 
in the definition of व्यापार to prevent an intermediate 
product ( मध्यमावयावित्त्‌ )) such as a कपाल, being व्यापार) 
although it is produced from atoms and produces the jar. 
So the complete definition of a (करण according to the 


ancient view is व्यापारवद्साधारणं कारणम्‌ 7. 0. ‘a peculiar and 
operative cause.’ t 


2. This has given rise to an important controversy bet- 
ween the ancients and the moderns. The 

The modern view. latter disapprove of the ancient definition 
of करण above given and propose one of 

their own फलायोगव्यवच्छिन्नं कारणम्‌, ४. ८- <a cause which is 
invariably and immediately followed by the product. This 
of course excludes gog in the forest as well as all universal 
and special causes, which are not necessarily and immedi- 
ately followed by the effect. The difference between the two 
views is not merely verbal but fandamental, for quite 
different things are designated करण according a8 we accept 
either of the definitions. The definition of the ancients 
requires the करण to be व्यापारबतू; and therefore strictly speak- 
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ing it must always be a substance in which actions and 
qualities that constitute a ब्यापार may inhere; while according 
to moderns it is this व्यापार itself which becomes the करण 
as it is even more proximate to the effect than the material 
करण of the ancients. When an object for instance is visible 
the organ of sight comes into contact with the object. This 
contact ( इन्द्रियसान्निकर्ष ) is the व्यापार, and the organ of sight 
would be the करण in the act of perception according to the 
ancients; while the moderns would call the सन्निकर्षं itself 
the करण, as the फल ( percept) immediately follows from 
it, but is not necessarily produced from इन्द्रिय. In an infer- 
ence the ancients are rather inconsistent in calling gata 
or व्यात्तिज्ञान the करण of अन्नमिति; since, being a cognition 2. e. 
a 9५११, the ज्ञान cannot properly speaking possess a व्यापार 
which is either guna or karma and as such can inhere in a 
substance alone.’ In अनुमिति the परामर्श is called the व्यापार by 
the ancients, and the करण by the moderns. Another inconsis- 
tancy of the ancient view is that on the analogy of प्रत्यक्ष 
there is no reason why mind should not be the करण of 
अनुमिति instead of व्याप्ति; and mind being also the करण of 
छुखादिप्रत्यक्ष, अनामिति and मानसप्रत्यक्ष would be confounded. 
These are some of the reasons which make the moderns 
reject the definition व्यापारबत्‌ and define a करण as simply 
फलायोगव्यवच्छिन्नम्‌ or more briefly फलव्याप्तर, that is, one which 
is invariably associated with the फल. This difference of 
definitions results in the important distinction of the व्यापार 
of the ancients becoming the करण of the moderns; while the 
करण of the ancients merges, according to the modern view, 
into the general category of simple causes. 


8. ( The original notion of a करण seems to be that convey- 
edin Keava Misra’s definition साधकतमं 

Pets त Hay कारणं, which is explained as see कारण, a 
cause par excellence." Many causes contri- 

bute to produce ay effect but some of themare related to the 
effect more closely than others. Of two murderers one 


er 


ee 


* T. B, Bom. ed. p. 10, 
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who strikes the blow has certainly a greater share in the 
murder than the other who simply holds the victim. Some 
causes are most active and also most essential in production, 
while others simply aid it. The horse which draws the car- 
riage is certainly more efficient than the wheels which only 
facilitate motion by lessening friction. These are causes 
pre-eminently so called, and are distinguished from other 
causes by the special name करण. The प्रकर्ष, pre-eminence of 
the करण, is therefore said to consist in its activity or effici- 
ency (व्यापारवत्त्व). Hence a करण came to be defined as व्यापार- 
वत्कारणं, But here comes another difficulty. The definition 
व्यापारवत्‌ is obviously inaccurate since it applies to an agent 
also who is by far the most active in the production, but 
who is not called a करण, Somehow or obher the notion of an 
instrument or means is involved in that of करण, and the 
agent therefore ought to be excluded. Hence in discussing 
the definition of प्रमाण as प्रमाकरण, esate Misra remarks 
सत्यापे प्रमातरि प्रमेयेच प्रमाहत्पत्तेरिन्द्रिय्संयोगादी ठु सत्यविलम्बेनेव प्रमो- 
त्पत्तेरिन्द्रियसंयोगादिरेव करणम्‌, that is, अविलम्बेन कार्योत्पातते (im- 
mediate production) constitutes the yay of a करण, and this 
is found only in the case of इन्द्रियसंनिकर्ष. Other efficient 
causes, such as the knower and the object of knowledge are 
not called करण even though they may be ब्यापारवत because 
the result is not produced even if they exist. This restriction 
of करण necessarily led to the abandonment of व्यापारवच्त्व, and 
the substitution instedd of अधिलम्बेन कार्योत्पादकत्व, or more 
accurately फलायोगव्यवाच्छिन्नत्व, as a definition of करण, But 
this farther restriction went too far, as it exclued organs 
of sense, and in fact all instruments from the class of करण, 
The moderns boldly accepted this as an इच्चापात्ति, but the an- 
cients could not assent to it as the idea of करण was inextri- 
cably involved in their mind with the notion of an instru- 


ment. They therefore satjsfied themselves by retaining 
व्यापारवत्त्व and excluding the agent expressly by inserting in 
the definition of प्रमाण some such limitation'as अनुभवत्वव्याप्य- 
जात्यवच्छिन्नकार्यतानिरूपितकारणताश्रयत्वे सति. आत्मा 07 प्रमाता is eX- 


_ नाकामा 


* T. B. Bom, ed. p. 26. 
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cluded because he is the आश्रयकारणता (i. e. the cause ) of 
many other effects besides a gat which is a species of agawa 
( अनु--जाति ). This is the gist of the controversy about करण , 
which has furiously raged between the ancient and modern 
Naiydyhas. 


4, The two views being thus distinct, the question 
naturally occurs which of them is adopt- 

Author's mew. ed by Annambhatta. Before answering 
this question, it is necessary to discuss 

the reading व्यापारवदसाधारणं कारणं wur, which occurs in 
most of the copies of the text, but which has been for 
various reasons rejected in this edition. “Although व्यापारवत 
is necessary to complete the definition, it 

5 BREN discus- 18 almost certain that the word did not 
exist there originally. The Pratikas in 

T. D., N. B., S. C. and Nil. prove that the definition began 
with असाधारण; while the fact that both S. C. and Nil. ex- 
pressly quote व्यापारवत्कारणम्‌ aS an ancient substitute for अ~ 
साधारणं कारणम्‌ Shows that in their opinion at least व्यापारवत 
did not form part of Annambhatta’s definition. Besides if it 
had been there the author ought to have defined व्यापार and 
explained the propriety of व्यापारवत either in the text or in 
the commentary, which he does not do. One Ms. no doubt 
inserts the words तज्जन्यत्वे सति तज्जन्यजनको व्यापारः after the 
definition of करण in the text; but the addition is clearly 
spurious; and the readingsof N and Y are equally unauthenti- 
cated. In Sect. 41 again, the author repeats that असाधारण- 
कारण alone is करण without mentioning व्यापारवठ, "while in 
Sect. 47 he calls gaera itself the करण of अनुमिति, al- 
though it cannot be so according to the definition व्यापार- 
qq. But as if not wishing to leave the point in any 
doubt, the author himself, in the Dipikd on Sect. 
41, quotes व्यापारवत्कारणं as a distinct view which he 
disapproves, remarking emphatically grata सर्वत्र परामशेस्पिव 
करणत्वात्‌, « On the other hand, at the end of Sect. 43 he as 
emphatically declares इन्द्रिय to be the करण of प्रत्यक्ष which 
can only be true if we accept the ancient definition. Simi- 
larly he calls साहुइयज्ञान the करण of उपभिति, and mentions | 
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अतिदेशवाक्याथेस्मरण as a distinct व्यापार. In the case of शाब्दज्ञान 
again he seems inclined to prefer the modern doctrine. 


5. The question therefore which view was accepted by 
Annambhatta must still remain involved in doubt. Probably 
he had formed no decisive opinion on the point, and was 
wavering between the two conflicting views. That there is 
a clear inconsistency between his calling on the one hand 
इन्द्रिय and साहदयज्ञान the करण of merar and उपामिति respectively 
and on the other his preference for परामश as the करण of 
अनामिति is undeniable; but it is hard to believe as some have 
supposed, that such a glaring inconsistency was due to an 
oversight of the author. Most probably he was fully consci- 
ous of it, and accepted it as inevitable in an elementary 
treatise like the present, which, being intended for begin- 
ners, preserved as much consistency and accuracy as was 
compatible with simplicity and clearness. If he had accepted 
either of the two views in toto, he must necessarily have 
launched into the controversy as to the comparative merits 
of the rival views, which from its subtility and intricacy is 
quite beyond the capacity of beginners. He followed the 
ancient view 17 प्रत्यक्ष and उपासेति, because it was more easily 
comprehensible by beginners, while by accepting परामश to 
be the करण of अन्नमिति, he certainly made his treatment of 
inference simpler, more rational and more methodical. 
Thus practical expediency rather thiu theoretical consis- 
tency seems to have weighed with the author in his accepting 
different doctrines in different places. That he purposely 
did this seems evident from his employment of such a 
vague word as असाधारण in the definition of करण and the total 
absence of any allusion to व्यापारवत्‌ either in the text or in 
the commentary of the present section. This omission must 
have been deliberate, for the controversy about व्यापारवत had 
raged furiously, and was too important to be passed over 
through inadvertancy by such a careful writer as Annam- 
bhatta. The conclusion seems irresistible that he purposely 
used an ambiguous word like असाधारण which might apply to 
either of the two views of करण 


1४४ Tarka-Sangraha. [ SEOT. xxxvili. 
SECT. XXXVI. कारणम्‌. 
A cause vs one that invariably precedes the effect. 


1. The definition of करण having referred to a कारण, the 

latter is now defined as‘ one that invari- 

Cause. ably ( नियत ) precedes ( agate ) its effect 

( कार्य ).’ That a cause must precede its 

effect is evident, for otherwise it will not be a cause. T. D. 

remarks that पूर्वद्धत्ति 18 inserted to exclude कार्य itself. But 

all antecedent things are not necessarily causes. The pot- 

ter’s ags that carries the earth of which jars are made, pre- 

cedes the jar, but it is not an invariable antecedent, for earth 

can be brought in hand or in a cart, and so the jars can be 

made without the aid of the ass. Hence the word नियत is 
inserted to exelude all but invariable antecedents. 


2. The definition in the text is not however sufficiently ac- 
curate, and hence T. D. addsanother qualification अनन्यथा- 
सिद्धत्वे साति, which means “ provided the antecedent thing is 
not connected with the effect too remotely. " The father of 
the, potter for instance invariably precedes the jar, for 
without him the potter would not be born, and without 
the potter there could be no jar; but the potter’s father and 
all his ancestors are not causes of the jar. Again while «uz 
is the cause of the jar, the दण्डरूप is not, although it is as 
much an invariable antecedent as the दण्ड itself. To exclude 
these the limitation अनन्यथासिद्ध is added, so that all things, 
which though invariably preceding are not immediately 
connected with the effect, are excluded. S. O. paraphrases 
the definition as कार्यान्षियत्ता (अवद्यंभाविनी) पूर्ववर्तिः (पूर्वक्षणद्धत्ति) 
यस्य तत्तथा. नियतपूर्वरत्तित्व is explained as अव्यवहितपूर्वकालावच्छेदेन 
कार्यदेशे सत्त्वम्‌, 7. e. “existence in the same place as the 
effect at the moment immediately preceding its production. 
This will exclude the ass, the potter’s father and even 
the अरण्यस्थ qug if necessary; but दण्डरूप and दण्डत्वजाति 
would still come in, and can be excluded only by & 
Separate qualification such as अनन्यथासिद्धः Accordingly 
V. V. sums up the complete definition of कारण as नियतान्य- 
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थासिद्धभिन्नत्वे सति कार्याव्यवहितपूर्वक्षणावच्छिन्न-कार्याधिकरणदेशनिरूपिः 
ताघेयतावद्‌-भाव-प्रतियोगितानवच्छेदकधर्मवत्‌ कारणम्‌, The whole of 
thislong and terribly involved expression means nothing 


more than that a cause must be invariable (नियत), must not 
be too remote (अन्यथा'सिद्धभिन्न) and must not be the countere 
entity ( घ्रतियोमितानवच्छेदकधर्मवत्‌) of a negation (अभाव) that 
resides in the place of the effect ( कार्यापिकरणदेशानिरूपितापैयता* 
बत्‌) at the moment immediately preceding production ( erat 
व्यवंहितपूर्वक्षणावाच्छिन्न ). All these cireumlocutions have no 
doubt their use in the Nyáya system, but the whole defini- 
tion does not after all amount to much more than Mill's 
definition of a cause as ‘an unconditional and invariable 
antecedent’. d ` 


9. The word अनन्यथासिद्ध being thus necessary to complete 
| . the definition’ of कारण, it may be asked 
ह यीय dist why it is omitted in the text of this edi- 
tion, especially when it is found in almost 
all copies. ‘The reasons for dropping अनन्यथासिद्ध from the 
text are not indeed as strong as those for omitting व्यापारवत 
from the preceding definition, but they are sufficiently cogent 
to warrant the guess that the word did not originally exist in 
the text but was probably added afterwards by the Dipzkd. 
The reading in the text is taken from four authentic Mss, 
as being what the author probably wrote at first. Five 
copies prefix अनन्यथासिष्ध to the definition, while two others 
read अनन्यथासिद्धत्वे साते ४710 कार्ये अन्यथासिद्धिशल्य॑त्वें साते respec- 
tively before नियत etc. In J,the oldest of the Mss. availahle, the 
word is absent inthe body butisadded in the margin by a later 
corrector. V. V. and S. C. appear totake अनन्यथासिद्ध as part of 
the definition; but N. B. is evidently of the contrary opinion, 
its remark अतो5नन्यथासद्धमापे षदं कारणळक्षणे निवेशनीयम्‌ shows 
ing that it did not find the words in the original. Any 
doubts on the point however should be removed by the प्रतीक 
~in T. D. which is the same n all eopies and which shows 
that the definition began with the-word कार्य, Besides the 
wording of T. D. अनन्यथासिद्धत्वे «dra farang also implies 
that the words were added by the commentary and did not 
25 
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stand in the text at first. The different readings of 
Hand H also bear a very close and therefore suspicious 
resemblance to the remark in T. D., and suggest the infer- 
ence that they were inserted into the text from T. D. by 
some later copyist to supply the imperfection of the original 
definition. It may therefore be presumed that the word 
अनन्यथासिद्ध was at first left out of the definition of कारण; 
either inadvertently or purposely as being too obscure for 
the easy comprehension of beginners, and the omission was 
supplied by the author himself in the Dipiké which is 
evidently intended for advanced scholars. Later copyisis 
however, who could not bear io see' tho definition in a 
standard book beinge so palpably imperfeét, tried to supply 
the omission from the commentary and supplied it differently. 


«4. अनन्यंथासिद्ध is the opposite of अन्यथासेद्ध, which meang 

‘proved to be antecedent through another,’ 
No ecd ofthe that 18,"8 thing the antecedente of which: 

is due to the antecedence of another thing 
to the effect. Roer translates the word अन्यथासिद्ध by ‘super- 
fluous causality,’ probably on the authority of some 
Writers who explain अन्यथासिद्ध as denoting a cause which is 
hot necessary for the production of, cffect.* But this view 
is wrong as will appear from the following quotation from 
8. C, which, after, explaining अन्यंथासिद्ध 2s अवश्यक्लप्तानियतपूर्व- 
वर्तिन एवं कार्यसंभवे तत्सह भूतम्‌, remarks “ केचित्तु अन्यत्रक्षषानियतपूर्व- 
वर्तिन एव कोर्यसंभवे तद्भिन्रमन्यथासिद्धं यथा रूपप्रागभावदास्यस्थले ER- 
नियतपूर्ववर्तिनो गेधप्रागभांद्रादिव पाकजरंथलेऽपि गॅंधरूपकार्यसंभवे तहलिन्तो 
रूपश्नांगंभावो गेधप्रागंमावेनान्यथासिद्ध इत्ति वदान्त, तदसत्‌। दण्डत्वादेर* 
स्यथासिद्धत्वानापत्तेः. The argument of S. C. is that अन्यथासिद्ध 
is not merely a cause that is unnecessary for production, but 


everything that accompanies a necessary antecedent; other: 
‘wise दृण्डत्वजाते will not be अंल्यथासिद्ध as it is quite necessary for 
+ M 4 ; h 
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the production of a jar, because without दृण्डत्व there will be 
ho qug and consequently no qz also. Roer’s rendering is 
therefore hr ae ánd the word really means ‘a thing 
Which is proved to be antecedent ( cause) to the effect, 
through another or because it accompanies another,’ that 
is, a secondary cause deriving its character through the 
primary and real cause. 


Ld 


5. T. D. mentions three varieties of these * secondary 
antecedents, ' which Annambhaita, says Nilakantha, borrow- 
ed from Gangesa, .the author of Tattea-Chintdmani 
viz: (1) first, the things that are connected by 
समवायसंबंध with कारण, and are therefore antecedent to 
effect through itas for instance the qegssq and तन्तुत्व, which, 
being intimately united with aq, are antecedent to its effect 
पट; (2) secondly, the things that are antecedent to कारण, and 
are therefore a fortiori antecedent to the effect, such as the, 
potter’s father who being anterior to the potter must be 
antecedent to the jar also, or as ether which is antecedent 
to a jar, because it is the intimate cause of the word wa that 
always precedes the thing घट; (3) and thirdly, all other 
concomitants of कारण that are not connected with it by wa- 
धाय, such as रूपप्रागभाव Which is not the cause of गन्ध, al- 
though in n jar or a ripening mango it co-exists with 
गन्धपागभाव Which is the real cause of sey. This classification 
does not claim to be exhaustive, and in fact, the first two * 


classes aré obviously included in the last. i 


" 
6. Others thention five varieties of अन्यथासिद्ध which.are 
this sumined up by |VisvanátAu:— 


* 


येन सह ginh: (1) कारणसादाय वा यस्य (8) | 
अन्य HA पूर्वभावे ज्ञाते यत्पूर्वसावविज्ञानस (3) ॥ 

. जनक अरतिं पर्वकतितामपरिज्ञाय न यस्य Tae (4) 
अर्तिरिक्तम्ंश्चापि यद्भवेक्नियतावद्यकपूर्लभाविन# (5) ॥ 


. And these dreadllustrated thus:— 
एते.पश्चान्यथासिद्धा दण्डत्वादिकमार्दमम( ! 
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घटादौ दण्डरूपादि द्वितीयमपि दशितम ॥ 

वृ्तीयन्तु भवेद्योम कुलालजनकोऽपरः | 

पञ्चमो रासभादिः स्थादेतेष्वावश्यकस्त्वसी * N 

Of these the first two correspond to the first olass of 

Annambhatta, the third and fourth to his second class, and 
the fifth to his third. The splitting ofthe first two varieties 
mentioned in T. D. is based on minute distinctions between 
the illustrations which are of no special importance. अन्य'था- 
सिद्ध being thus described and its need to complete the 
definition being proved, an objection may be made to the 
retention of the word नियत in the definition of कारण as its 
purpose is served by the last kind of अन्यथासिद्धि, the 
instance रासभ' coming under that head. नियत is not however 
useless, for, though an individual ass may be अन्यथासिद्ध as 
regards à particular "qa, रासभत्व in general is not so with 
respect to qarq, and hence नियत is necessary to exclude it. 
It may also be pointed out that the word अन्यथासिद्ध is 
too vague and general, and नियत helps to make its meaning 
more definite. 


SECT. XXXIX, कार्यम्‌, 


Effect 18 the counter-entity of antecedent negation. 


1. Asthe definition of cause is framed in terms of the 
effect, we cannot fully understand it unless 

Effect. we know what effect is. Effect is therefore 
defined as a thing that is the counter- 

entity, of ( its ) anterior negation ; in other words an effect 
is that which has a beginning. प्रागभाव will be subsequently 
explained as the negation of athing before it comes 
into existence ; and 80,-to say that an effect has a प्रागसावं 
is tantamount to saying that it has a beginning (आदि) 
and is not eternal. -Eternity may however be limited on 
both sides, pagt and future, of which past non-eternity 
alone corresponds to कार्यत्व. Both प्रागभाव and ध्वंस are non- 
eternal, but wfq having a beginning but no end is कार्य, 
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while प्रागभाव having an end but no beginning is not कार्य. 
Hence कार्य is defined as the प्रतियोगी (contradictory ) of 


प्रागभाव. प्रागभाव 15 not a कार्य, as it cannot be a प्रतियोगी' 
of itself, 


2, Now what is a प्रतियोगी ? The idea ofa प्रतिथोगी is one 
of those conceptions which are more easy 
to understand than to define; and conse- 
quently various definitions of प्रतियोगिता 
are given according to the standpoints from which the 
writers view it. - प्रतियोगिता is no doubt a relation; but how 
can there be any relation between existence ( भाव ) and non- 
existense, between a thing and 20-1229 ? अभाव however is 
an independent entity according to १४८४७; and hence this 
relation is possible. Besides प्रतियोगिता is not an objective 
connection between two external things; itis truly speak- 
ing a purely subjective relation existing between the sub- 
jecive notions of those things. Though the things may be 
non-existent and immaterial, their notions are real enough 
to allow a relation between them. Thus an अभाव may be 
pure negation, but the notion of अभाव is positive and really 
exists in the mind; and it must therefore have some 
external object to which it corresponds. अभाव itself can- 
not be this object because it has no positive existence ; and 
hence this object by which the notion of अभाव is produced 
and is to be explained must be found among the six positive 
padárthas. ~ That भावपदार्थ therefore by which a particular 
notion of अभाव is explained is called the प्रतियोगी of that 
अभाव. A घट is thus called the प्रतियोगी of warara, and qe of 
qarara, because the notions of those two negations depend 
for their existence on the prior knowledge of qe and पट 
respectively. «This is one kind of प्रतियोगितासंबंध, and is call- 
ed AFEN opposition). Another kind is called ARATA 
and exists between a thing and itsattribute,*or rather between 
two objects and the relation between them, as for instance, 
when we say that face is like the moon, moon is the 
प्रतियोगी of the साहद्यसम्बन्ध residing in ger. Im this case 


What ts a Prati- 
yogin 
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also the notion of arzzq depends on the prior knowledge 
of the moon, but this प्रतियोगिता differs from the former 
in having a corresponding external object. The first 
प्रतियोगिता isa relation between two things of which one 
exists and the other does not, while the second lies between 
things which are both positive and existing. The first may 
be called contrariety as that between wa and watara; the 
second co-existence as that between moon and its attri- 
bute the wrewr, meaning of course those qualities which 
it has in common with ga. Similarly the thing in rela- 
tion to which this प्रतियोगेता is spoken of is called the 
अनुयोगी of the relation. Thus zu of which the likeness , 
to the moon is predicated is the अनुयोगी of the साह्य ;/ 
while the भूतल of which warara is likewise predicated is 
called the असुयोगी of that अभाव. Now घट is प्रतियोगी of 
घटप्रागभाव; and पट of पटप्रागभाव; so कार्य in general is the 
प्रतियोगी of the प्रागभाव of all products, that is of प्रागभाव 
in” general. l 
3. The definition 0 कार्य given in the text involves a 
very important principle which is one of 
V of the cardinal doctrines of Nydya philoso- 
phy, and which, as having been the 
subject of bitter controversy, requires some notice. + The 
doctrine is that an effect is non-existent before production, 
and is quite distinct from its cause. This apparently 
simple doctrine, involving as it does many wider issues, 
Sharply divides the Nydya—Vaiseshika from other schools 
of philosophy, and is as a matter of fact the keystone of 
‘its realistic philosophy. There are four principal theories 
of causation accepted by different Indian philosophers, 
which are thus summed up by Médhavdcharya.— “ gx कार्य- 
कारणभावे चतुर्धा विपातिपात्तिः प्सरत्ति | असतः सज्जायत इाते सौगताः 
सङ्गिरन्ते । नेयायिकाद्यः सतोऽसज्जायत इति | वेदान्तिनः सतो विवर्तः 
, कार्यजातं न तु वस्तु सदिति । साङ्ख्याः एनः सतः सज्जायत हाति | 


The theor 
Causality. 
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While the Bauddhas hold that a real effect is produced 
from an unreal cause, that is, from absolute non-existence, 
the Veddniens maintain the opposite view of the reality of 
the cause and the total unreality of effect. The JNaiyáyikas 
and Sdnkhyas accept the reality of both cause and effect, but 
while the latter hold both of them to be always and simul- 
taneously existing, the Naiydy:kas consider the effect to be 
non-existing before creation. In the Baudha system, creation 
is the production of a thing out of notheng;in Nydya it is 
the production of a new thing out of an old one; in Sdnkhya 
it is merely the evolution of the latent properties of the cause 
itself; in Veddnia it is à mental conception only, and corres- 
ponds to no actual change in the cause itself. 


4. *The Bauddha view is opposed to the celebrated Aristo- 
telian maxim Eg nihilo nihi fit, and has 
been severely criticised by all orthodox 
schools,* while the third, viz. the Vedántic 
view being involved in the general doctrine of Máy stands by 
itself. The bitterest controversy has raged between the 
Sdnkhyas and the Na:ydyikas, as regards their particular 
views, namely, the सत्कार्यवाद and the असत्कार्यवाद as they are re- 
spectively called. The Nydya view is admirably summed 
up in Annambhatia’s definition of कार्य, that an effect being 
the प्रातियोगी of प्रागभाव in general is totally non-existent before 
creation. 


Realism and 
vdealism. 


5. The सत्कार्यवांद of the Sdakhyas as well as the argü- 
ments by which it is supported are thus summarized in 
Lsvarakrishna’s tenth Káriká :— 


असदकरणात्‌; उपादानग्रहणात, सर्वसम्भवाभावात्‌ ।; 
हाक्तस्य शक्यकरणात, कारणभावाच, सत्कार्यतत ut 


Five reasons are given for rejecting the Nydya doetrine of 
non-existent effect, and holding that the effect does exist 
latently in the cause even before creation. First, that which 
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does not exist can never be created, for a blue colour cannot 
be changed into yellow even by a thousand artizans. Second- 
ly, the material cause is always found associated with the 
effect, as sesamum with oil; and as there can be no associa- 
tion with a non-existing thing the effect must be exist- 
ing in its causc. Thirdly, if it be said that a cause might 
produce an effect even though totally unconnected, any- 
thing can be produced from anything for there will be no 
reason to determine that a particular effect shall be produc- 
ed from a particular cause only; while as a matter of fact 
we find this to be actually the case, and hence the effect 
must be pre-existing in the cause.. Fourthly, if it be main- 
tained that an unconnected cause produces the effect owing 
to some inherent faculty in itself, is this power or faculty, 
it may be asked, connected in any Way with the effect? If 
it is, then it is as much ag saying that the effect pre-exists 
in the cause; while if it is not, the previous difficulty 
Tecurs 88 to how a particular effect only is produced 
from the power. Lastly, as cause and effect are of the same 
nature, one cannot be always existing while the other is 
non-existent. Both of them ought therefore to co-exist. All 
these arguments can be summed up in one objection against 
the Wydya doctrine that if the effect is totally distinct from 
the cause there can be found no determiniug principle to 
establish the relation of causality between the two things, 
and the doctrine will approximate to the Bauddha view 
+ that the effect is produced from nothing. This may be 
the reason why the followers of Nydya-Varseshiha are often 
' taunted as being अर्धवैनाशिक ( Semi-Buddhists ) by their ortho» 
dox opponents. And as the Bauddha doctriue is opposed to 
| nature, Vydya theory also must be rejected as having the same 
tendency. 


6. The chief argument by which the Nuaiydyikas 
defend their viéw is that unless effect is supposed to 
be quite distinct from its cause we cannot account for the 
obyious difference between the two. A घंटे must be somes 
thing different from ike constituent parts,for otherwise it would 


- 
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not be घड af all. The same atoms can be used to make a jar 
and a saucer; and if cause and effect are not distinct, both 
we and शराब will be identical with the atoms,- and therefore 
will be identical with each other according to the axiom 
that things equal to the same thing are equal to one another. 
But a घट is certainly not a mer, for it has a certain form or 
shape (wegzfrarfaereq ) which is not found in the latter. The 
Vedántins who hold सत्कार्यवाद avoid this difficulty by deny- 
ing the axiom itself. Again the particular shape (asgat , 
ae of a jar, or आतानवितानवत्तन्तुमत्त्व of a piece of cloth, ) is 
not found in the parts either separately or collectively. 


"Whence does it come then? It cannot. be said that it docs 


exist latently in the cause, and that production is nothing 
but its manifestation; for this manifestation itself, being an 
effect, must itself have existed previously. The आकारविशेष 
and ail other properties which distinguish a ug trom its 
parts must therefore have been newly produced. As the 
Nydya theory of असत्कार्य has a tendency to the Bnddhistic 
nihilism ( qenata ), the Sdukhya doctrine of सत्कार्य or परिणाम 
ultimately merges into the pantheism (ag or मायाबाद ) of 
the Veddntins. Ifan effect is materially indistinct from 
the cause, its special properties must be real or unreal. If 
real, they must have been newly produced (as the Vaiydyctas 
say ), or only manifested; in the latter case their manifesta» 
tion will require another manifestation, aud so on ad infin» 
itum. lf the properties are unreal, they can be only 
notional, and attributed to the effect by a subjective error 
( अध्यास ), which is the doctrine of aaf. Thus the contro- 
versy ends practically in a draw, and the problem remains 
insoluble 


7. A little consideration will suffice to show that the 
असत्कार्यवाद isthe basis of Realism, while सत्कार्यवाद inevitably 
leads to all sorts of Ideal and Pantheistic theories. All the 
important conceptions of Nydya, such as those of atoms, 
God, souls, Samaváya, Visesha and Abhdva will be found, if 
properly analyzed, to depend ulti on this fundamental 
doctrine of non-existent effeot, T: [1888 Bhbiatiores to he 
wished rx the author had said Jsomethfee 11181 

6 


~ 
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text. But he probably avoided all reference to it, as being 
too intricate and controversial for beginners. A student 
however can never clearly understand the Nydya-Varsesheka 
systems, unless, he has thoroughly grasped their peculiar 
view of causality. 


8. Itis of course needless to point out that the cause 

over which this controversy has arisen is 

The instrumental the material cause, or उपादान as it is gene- 
and non-wntimate bo thas á 

6०४ rally called. As to the instrumental causes 

there is no difference of opinion, while 

the non-intimate cause is not recognized by any systematist 

except the JVaiyáyikas. This last is an arbitrary assumption 

necessitated by the Vydya theory of causation and is inge- 


parable from it. 


9. The recognition of a non-intimate cause has made the 

Naiydyikas liable to a severo attack by 
Y their usual opponents, the Mimdmsakas 

who advocate सत्कार्यवाद,. The arguments 
on both sides of this controversy are so strong and cogent 
and yet so irreconcilable, that one is inevitably led to 
suspect that, as both cannot be right, both of them must be 
wrong. It is not easy to find out where their error lies, but 
the fact that so much philosophical subtility should have 
been spent without advancing a single step naturally sug- 
gests the inference that they must have misunderstood the 
question altogether, or must have been seeking for the true 
solution in a wrong direction. This is partially true, but 
partially only, for asa matter of fact the difficulty of get- 
ting a right solution is to a considerable extent inherent in 
the subject itself. The chief cause of the error of these 
Indian schoolmen appears to he their want of a true Induc« 
tive method by which alone the true notion of causality 
could be attained. Instead of determining the nature of 
‘causation 88 ibis actually found in the world outside, they 
started from a limited experience and began to analyze their 


own & priori notions of cause and effect. Of course this 


The controvers 
about causation. 
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deductive reasoning they carried to perfection, but it could 
not avail them very far. The result has been that though 
the subsequent speculations are good specimens of correct 
logic, the preliminary notions on which they are based 
remain crude 4nd often groundless. Thus, while the defini- 
tion of a कारण is guarded on all sides from the usual three 
faults of a definition by carefully chosen qualifications, 
no attempt is made to explain the fundamental notions 
involved in it. 


10. A cause for instance is said to be that whichis not अल्यथा- 
frg. But what is अन्यथासिद्ध ? No accurate and comprehensive 
definition of the word is given, and the classification too is 
merely illustative and not exhaustive; so that we are ulti- 
mately left to our own unaided intuitiog to discover whether 
a particular thing is a true cause or is अन्यथासिद्ध- The 
potter’s father is declared to be अन्यथासिद्ध, but what about 
the potter himself ? The doer or agent is nowhere expressly 
mentioned as a cause; the potter therefore must be either 
the निमित्तकारण of qa like a दण्ड, or must be अन्यथासिद्ध. “An 
intelligent agent is required to set the 
particles in motion, and as the motion 
is the immediate cause of the product, 
the agent may in one sense be said to become अन्यथा- 
सिद्ध by this intervention of the motion. But the agent is 
commonly received as a cause, and oftentimes the most 
important cause. He is in fact the most indispensable 
cause ; and yet, strange as it may seem, he is classed along 
with inanimate and often optional means such as eve 
and «p. * The difference between an intelligent agent and 
other causes does not seem to have weighed much with the 


Naiydyrkas. 


Agent. 


11. Again the distinction between material and instrumental 

l causes is not made quite clear. A jar is 

he material an) rade of particles of earth that are held 
es together by water by means ofa peculiar 
property in it named स्नेह. Is this water an उपादान or a निसित्त- 


कारण only ? Properly speaking it should be the first, for it 
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is inseparable from the jar. The jar will weigh something 
over and above the particles of earth composing it, and the 
excess is unquestionablv the weight of the water. The water 
should therefore be as much a सम्रपवायिक्रारण as tho earth; and 
yet the Natydyckas appear to include it among instrumental 
causes. Similarly in every prodnet formed by the combina- 
tion of several ingredients it is absurd to call one material 
and the others instrumental causes only ; but the Naiydykas 
nowhere recognize the possibility of several intimate causes 
forming one product. Perhaps they may silently acquiesce in 
it ; but the fact is positively irreconcilable with the rival 
theory of सत्कार्यवाद. ‘According to this latter doctrine, the jar 
must before creation be latent in both its material causes, 
namely earth and water ; but how is this possible, when the 
two ingredients might have perhaps been Separated by 
hundreds of miles. The earth of the Himalayas and the 
water of the Ganges might go to forma jar which could 
not have certainly existed at one time in both those places. 
If this is the case with mechanical mixtures, much greater 
difficulties will occur in what we now call chemical combj- 
nitions where the properties of the constituents and often- 
times the constituents themselves are either disguised or 
completely transformed in the process of production. 


12. The above-mentioned objections nre after all super- 
ficial and can be removed by speculative artifices. But thore 
are others Which lie deeper, and which strike at the very 
foundation of both the rival theories."Tle common assump- 

tions which seem to underlie these theo- 
TE is that every effect has one cause 

and that there is invarinble concomitance 
between the two; but this is not warranted by experience. 
The disturbing influence of what Mill calls Plurality of 
cauges and intermixture of effects, has been totally ignored 
by Indian systematists, and consequently their theories 
have often been at marked variance with observed phenomena, 
The same effect may be produced from several alternative 
causes, while the same number of ingredients differently 


m 
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combined might produce totally different products. Heat for 
instance may be produced either by friction or by electricity; 
and therefore neither can be the cause of heat according to 
the Nyáya definition of a cause, as neither is invariably (नियत) 
antecedent (gaat@) to the कार्य, Perhaps the Naiydyka will 
include both friction and electricity among efficient causes 
which may be optional, or he will call them अन्यथासेद्ध, the 
vibrations of particles by either being the real proximate 
cause of heat; but that will not improve his position very 
much. Besides while the two controversialists have confined 
themselves to material causes they have not given much 
attention to the efficient ones which are generally as impor- 
tant as, if not often more so than, the material causes. The 
controversy has been in fact carried on more on speculative 
than on practical grounds; and consequently the result also 
has been barren. Bacon’s strong condemnation of the school- 
men of medzival Europe applies in a great measure to their 
prototypes, the Indian systematists. 


13. The real difficalty of the solution lies in the metaphy- 
sical conception of causality, which when analyzed resolves 
itself into mere sequence of things or successive events. 
Kant’s explanation ofthe insolubility of this problem is that 
thé conception of causation is intuitive like those of time 
and space, and cannot be proved by reasoning asit is anterior 
to and is itself in fact the basis of all process of reasoning. 

«The Vedántins alone of all Indian systematists appear to 
have sufficiently grasped this idea of causality, and have 
expressed it in their own way by calling कार्यत्व, an आरोपित or * 
अध्यस्तघर्म- The realism of the Waiydyikas preventsthem from 
accepting any such view. 


Cen agii oaia a aaiae aaar 
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Secr. XL, कारणानि 
Cause is of three kinds,  *antimate,! * non-entimate ’ 
and * instrumental ! or ‘efficient.’ The ante- 
The thee Causes mate eause is ‘that in inseparable umon with 
which the effect is produced,’ as the threads 
are of the cloth ortheclothisofthe colour on it. The non--ntimate 
cause is one which is inseparably united inthe same object eather 
with the effect or with the ( intimate ) cause, ७$ the conjunction 
of threads is of the cloth, or the colour of threads is of the 
colour of cloth. A cause different from both these is am ns- 

trumental cause, as the shuttle or the loom. 
1. The threads constitute the intimate or material cause of 
the piece of eloth, because the latter is 
Intimate cause. conected with the former by intimate 
union ( समवेतम्‌ = अवयावित्वात्‌ समवायसम्बन्धेन 
सम्बद्धम्‌ ). Similarly the colour in the piece of cloth being a 
quility resides in it by समवाय (goait: समवायः ), and 
hence the piece of cloth 18 the intimate cause of the colour. 
All constituent parts of a substance and all substances are 
intimate causes of their products as wellasinhering qualities 
and actions respectively. The substratum is deemed a cause 
in the latter cage because the qualities and actions cannot 

exist without it. 

2. The non-intimate cause 18 a link as it were between 
" the initimate cause and the product. It is 
aaa of two sorts. One is intimately connected 
with the material cause, and is thus समाना- 
पिकरण with the product. The conjunction with which the 
separate threads are held together aud which enablesthem to 
form the cloth-piece is the non-intimate cause, because 
being a quality it resides in the threads by समवाय; and 
is thus ससानाधिकरण with पट, This तन्तुसंयोग is a neces- 
sary cause because it makes the we what it looks, and 
distinguishes it from a mere bundle of threads. The example 
of the second Kind of non-intimate cause 15 तन्तुरूष which 
is the non-intimate cause of yaa, because it is inti- 


mately united with the ( intimate ) cause (weg) of the 
substance «(qg ) which is the ¢xtimate canse of qaer. 


The colour of the threads is not the intimate cause of 
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the colour of the cloth-piece because they are व्यायिकरण, २०१ 
so there can be no connection between them.  qeguw and 
पटरूप are not समानाधिकरण, for while wegww resides in the 
threads, the पटरूप resides in the cloth. They are thereiore 
connected only indirectly (परंपरासंबंधेन ), which is explained 
by S. C. as पटरूपसमवायिकारणीभूतपठसामानाधिकरण्यस्य Wd सत्त्वात 
परंपरासम्बन्धेन पटरूपसामानाधिकरण्यमपि सलभमेवेतिभावः 0 परंपरा- 
संबंधश्व समवायिसमवायः । ; that is, while तन्तुसंयोग is समागाधि- 
करण with पट by the समवाय relation, the aegea 18 80 With qa- 
रूप by the combined relation, समवायिसमवाय, 2. 6. 9 wearer 
with the पट the समवायिकारण of पठरूप. Both तन्तुसंयोग and 
तन्तुरूप are however called the असमवायिकारण of पठ and पटठरूप 
respectively. $. C. therefore gives, as a joint definition of 
the two sorts of non-intimate causes, समत्राय-स्वसमवायिसमवाया- 
न्यतरसंबंधेन कार्येण संहेकस्मित्नर्थ समवायेन sere सति आत्माविशेष- 
णुणान्यत्वे साते कारणमसमवायिकारणस 3 that is, a non-ntimate 
cause should reside by समवाय, in a common thing in which 
कार्य resides either by समवाय or समवायिसमत्ाय, and should at 
the same time be different from the special qualities of she 
soul. The latter saving clause is needed to prevent cugni- 
tions produced from them, simply because both are inti- 
mately united with the same अधिकरण, the soul. Itis of 
course needless to remark that the word कारण in the defini- 
tion of असमवायिकारण in the text is to be taken for waana- 
कारण. 


3, The class of efficient causes comprises everything else 
that is necessary for the production of the 
effect but is not inseparable from it, such 
as the loom and the shuttle-cock in the 
case of the cloth-piece. Instrumental causes are of two 
sorts, ‘universal’ which are eight (इश्वरः, तज्ज्ञानंच्छारूतय३3, 
दिक्काली; and agga including ws and अधर्म) and * special,’ 
which are innumerable. The agent also appears to be in- 
cluded in this third class, whichis ase matter of fact 
miscellaneous, and comprehends everything that is not in- 
cluded in the first two. Others first divide cause into two 
sorts, principal ( ger ) and accessary ( sem ), and then split 


instrumental 
cause. 
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up the principal cause into the above three classes, the group 
of accessaries consisting of all those minor circumstances 
which are required before production. Of the three sorts of 
causes mentioned above, the intimate cause is always a sub- 
stance, because no other padériha is capable of being the 
substratum of an intimate union; the non-intimate cause 
must be either an action or a quality, and nothing else; 
while the instrumental causes may be ofany kind. The 
above three sorts of causes exist, it is said, in the case of 
positive things only, the अभाब having only an instrumental 
cause. Mere negation cannot have an intimate or a non- 
intimate cause as it does not reside in anything by intimate 
union. A remark to this effect is found in one copy of T. 
D., but its authority was not sufficient to warrant the addi- 
tion in our text. ६ 


4. The name असमवायि is rather misleading, as it does 
not properly denote a cause which is not connected by समवाय 
with the effect. In this sense निसित्तकारण will also be असम- 
aria, while one species of असमवायि proper will be excluded. 
The origin of the name can be explained only by supposing 
that the Nazyáyikas first divided causes into two classes, 
those which are separable, and those which are inseparable 
from effects. The first are instrumental; the second are of 
two sorts, material or समवायि and non-material or असमवाये. 
So an असमवायि simply means an inseparable cause which is 
different from समवायि. The असमवायिकारण is not recognized 
by other systematists, and is an invention of the Nazydy:kas 
Who, holding the theory ofthe utter distinctness of effect 
from cause, are obliged to assume a link to join the two. 

* The advocates of सत्कार्यवाद्‌ regard cause and effect as united 
by the relation of identity ( तादात्म्यसंबंध ). » Nor do they re- 
cognize समवाय, In their opinion therefore causes are only 
two-fold, material ( उपादान ) and instrumental .( निमित्त' ). 


5. It may be useful here to compare briefly the Nydya 

: l classification of causes with those of Wes- 
०८0८०४००७५ of tern philosophers. Aristotle mentions four 
| kinds of causes: First, the Form proper to 

each thing, called the formal cxuse or Quiddity by schoolmen. 
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When a potter makes a jar, he must first have in his mind 
an idea of what a jar is ; or whena house is built, the architect 
must first draw a plan on paper. Thisis the causa formalis 
of Aristotle, and appears to combine in itself two different 
conceptions of the Naiydy:kas, namely, that of जाति. which 
is regarded as antecedent and necessary to the production 
of all things, and that of असमवायिकारण which often being a 
संयोगविशेष corresponds to the plan or shape of the product. 
The second cause of Aristotle, causa materialis, is identical 
with the उपादान or समवायिकारण- The third is the principle 
of movement that produced the thing, called causa efficiens, 
corresponding to the निमित्तकारण of Nyága. The fourth is the 
reason and good of all things, called causa finalis. There 
is nothing corresponding to a final cause in the Nyáya 
system, except perhaps the universal cause, destiny ( sme). 
A jar is made for carrying water, and so Aristotle would 
say that its final cause is the purpose for which it is to be 
used, namely, carrying water; A Naiydyika would say that 
a particular jar was produced by the potter for the ultimate 
use and enjoyment of some unknown person who would buy 
it ; and so the अदृष्ट of that buyer may be said to bea cause 
in the production ofthat jar. This notion of smw being a 
cause to every product seems to have been invented, like the 
final cause of Aristotle, to satisfy our moral intuition that 
nothing exists in this world without a purpose, and perhaps 
also to account for many phenomena in the world that can- 
not be explained more naturally. Bacon inveighed strongly 
against the final cause of Aristotle; and similarly in 
India the universal causality: of agg also came to be 
ignored by later systematists, although it was never express- 
ly repudiated. 


6. In addition to the above four causes, the model or exemplar 
was considered as a necessary cause by the Pythagoreans 
and Platonists, which model was numbers according to the 
former, and ¿deas according to latter. Naiyáyikas conceived 
a जाति ( घटत्व or गोत्व ) to be eternally existing, in imitation 
of which the particular jars or cows were formed. In ad- 
dition to the platonic enumeration of causes, Seneca insisted 
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that time, space and motion ought to be regard ed as causes. 
Narydyikas included the first two under the head of univer- 
sal causes, and assigned a peculiar position to the last 
under the name of व्यापार. Modern science has practically 
abandoned all these distinctions as useless and often impos- 
Sible. As has been pointed out, it is sometimes very difficult 
to single out the material cause of a compound product from 
the efficient causes, while the formal and final causes are 
often nothing more than the thing itself. The only real distinc- 
tion perhaps is that between material and non-material or 
instrumental causes, that is, those which are inseparable 
from the product and those which are separable. Consequent- 
ly Vedánüms mention only two causes उपादान ( material) 
and निसित्त ( instrumental p 


SECT, XLI, करणम्‌ 


** Of the three sorts of causes just mentioned that alone which 
28 peculiar is the करण. ” 


1. In order to exclude the intimate and non-intimate causes 
which can never be करण, we should either insert before अ- 
साधारण the additional qualification व्यापारबच्बे सति as N. B. 
suggests, or take the word असाधारण itself as implying that 
condition. करण therefore is that efficient cause which directly 
and immediately produces the effect by its own action. The 
present section seems to have been copied from Kesava 
Misra’s remark तदेवं तस्य चिविधकारणस्य मध्ये यदेब थमपि साति- 
शय तदेव करणम्‌," Annambhatta substitutes असाधारण for arf- 
क्वाय, but probably intends to convey the same meaning. 
Hence असाधारण may be taken to mean फलायोगव्यवच्छिन्ञ, and 
almost corresponds to what English lawyers call a 
proximate cause. This section sums up the intervening 
discussion about causality. 
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Sect. XLII. प्रत्यक्षम्‌ 
Perception is the peculiar cause of Perceptive knowledge. 
Perceptwe knowledge is the knowledge born of the contact 


of the organ with (external) object. It is two-fold, un- 
differentiated and differentiated. Of these, undifferentiated is 


the knowledge of a thing without its qualities, e. g. ‘this is 
something.’ Differentiated is the knowledge ofa thing with 
all its qualities, e. g. he is Dittha, he is a Brahmin, heis black. 
l. करण, कारण, and कार्य being thus defined, the author now 
proceeds to define in order the four proofs 

ee and per- and the four kindsof apprehension which. 
stand in the relation of causes and effects 

respectively. Annambhatta uses the word प्रत्यक्ष for both 
the proof and the resulting knowledge, but other writers 
have done better in giving a separatesname to the latter, viz. 
साक्षात्कार, so that the proof is defined as साक्षात्कारज्ञानकरणम- 
Others again 09176 प्रत्यक्ष 98 प्रत्यक्षषमाकरणम्‌* 07 साक्षात्कारिप्रमा- 
awra, t but Annambhatia seems to have deliberately used 
ज्ञान in order to include both right-and wrong apprehensions. 


The four divisions of प्रमा are equally applicable to अप्रमा, and 
there is no need of defining them separately asthe same करण 


usually gives rise to both kinds of apprehensions. The 
rightness or wrongness of a perception is determined by 
quite extraneous reasons such as दोषाभाव, and not by any 
difference of इन्द्रियसब्निकर्ष- Of course the rightness or wrong- 
ness when determined would affect the proof also, and make 
it either correct or incorrect. The etymology of प्रत्यक्ष in 
the sense of प्रमाण 18 explained as प्रतिगतमक्षम or अक्षस्य 
प्रतिविषर्यं द्रात्तिः, the presence of an organ at each object. In 
the sense of ज्ञान, the same word is explained differently as 
अक्षंमक्षं प्रतीत्योत्पद्यते 07 प्रातिगतमाश्रितमक्षम्‌, knowledge which is 
obtained through each organ. The प्रत्यक्षज्ञान is defined as 
that knowledge which is produced by the contact of organs 
with external objects. The word ज्ञान is here used to exclude 
सान्रिकषंध्वंस which is also सान्निकर्षजस्य, while the epithet grèt- 
यार्थ differentiates प्रत्यक्ष from other kinds of knowledge. 

2. The process of perception is thus described by Vátsyá- 
yana : आत्मा मनसा संयज्यते ' मन इन्द्रियेण । इन्द्रियमर्थनेति.] Why 
then is one साश्चिकर्ष only singled out as the cause of 


* T. K. Bom. ed. p. 8. + T. B. Bom. ed,,p. 27, 
$ Vat. on by G, 8. 1.1, 4, 
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a percept (प्रत्यक्षज्ञान) when asa matter of fact three come 
into operation ? The reason, says the com nentator, is that 
the last is peculiar to प्रत्यक्ष while the former two, viz. the 
contact of soul and mind and that of mind and organ are 
common to all kinds of knowledge. This detinition of percep- 
tion is literally borrowed from (roéwme’s aphorism, which 
however limits its scope by adding three more epithets अध्य- 
पंदेश्‍यमञ्याभिचारि व्यवसायात्मरुस्‌. Of these अव्यभिचारि) denoting 
uncontradicted knowledge, excludes amar which comes 
under ज्ञान; while अव्यपंदेश्य (unnameable) and व्यवसायात्मक 
(differentiated) denote the two kinds of प्रत्यक्ष, निर्विकल्पक and 
सविकल्पक ज्ञान, Annambhatia’s definition includes प्रत्याभिज्ञा 
(reminiscence) and also मानसप्रत्यक्ष, such as that of pleasure, 
pain etc. as well as that of Soul. No organ of sense is 
needed inthe case of the last as there is mind which is accep- 
ted to be इन्द्रिय. 


2. The definition however is defective in one important 
regpect, namely, that it does not include 

An objection. इश्वरप्रत्यक्ष which, being नित्य, is not इन्द्रिय” 
qefa. Another definition of प्रत्यक्ष is 

therefore given by N. B. which applies to both divine and 
human knowledge, viz. ज्ञानाकरणकं ज्ञानं erem. Percept 
requires no previous knowledge for its करण. agf is 
caused by amam, शाब्द by शब्दज्ञान, उपामेति by साइस्यज्ञान 
and स्मृति by अनुभव; but no such previous knowledge is required 
for perceptive knowledge. This latter definition alsois not 
perfect for it excludes the most important portion of 
perceptive knowledge namely, the सविकल्पप्रत्यक्ष, which is 
born out of निर्विकल्पप्रत्यक्ष, Some no doubt exclude the whole 
सविकल्पकज्ञान from the province of perception, and so according 
to them the definition will be accurate; but of this later 
S. M. gives only इन्द्रियजन्यज्ञानस्‌ as the definition of serer, 
bnt this, besides involving all faults chargeable to Annam- 
bhatta’s definition, is liable to the serious objection of being 
applicable to all kinds of knowledge, since all cognitions are 
products of mind which isan gre. Hence Annambhatia’s defini 
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tion is the best,and has been most commonly accepted. Its 
अव्यात्ति on ईश्वरप्रत्यक्ष can be explaind away, as N. B. remarks, 
by an admission that the definition being borrowed from 
Gotama himself than whom no higher authority can be cit- 
ed, must be regarded as not intended to apply to ईश्वरप्रत्यक्ष- 
God's knowledge in fact stands on an altogether different 
levei from our own, and the divisions and definitions 
of the haman knowledge ought not to be extended to the 
divine. The divisions and sub-divisions of बुद्धि, for instance, 
given above do not at all apply to God's knowledge. There 
can be no past remembrance, or recollection in the case 
of God, for all His knowledge is presnt and eternal. There 


is 10 निर्विकल्पज्ञान for Him. Similarly neither inference, nor 
comparison, nor any other operation eof derivative know- 
ledge can be attributed to Him, who being Omnicient 
perceives all things directly and does not require the aid of 
any mediate proof. All knowledge of God is therefore 
प्रत्यक्षप्रमा3 and being of so different a kind from our own will 
require a separate definition for itself. The defect of अव्यात्ति 
on that account is not therefore of much weight. 


3. Perceptive knowledge isof variouskinds. The divisions 
and sub-divisions will be as follows:— 


प्रत्यक्ष 
| | 
नित्य ¢. e. divine WM 2. €, human 
| | 
v" ` निर्विकल्पक 


pore TRUCOS 
| | | | OO 
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The distinction between सविकहपक and निर्विकल्पक प्रत्यक्ष will be 
explained later. The first is divided into 
ri ordinary, namely, that derived from 
प्रत्यक्षः 
organs of senses, and extraordinary, that 
not so derived. The ordinary percept is six-fold, accord- 
ing to the six organs, smell, taste, vision, touch, hearing, 
and mind. The extraordinary percept, otherwise called प्रत्या- 
ard, is three-fold. The first सामान्यलक्षणा ( सामान्यं लक्षणं विषयो 
qa ) is that in which the knowledge of a general notion, 
९. ९, घटत्ब, is comprehended immediately upon the direct 
perception of wa. When we see a jar we do not know the 
jar alone but get also the general class-notion of jar; this 
latter is derived by extraordinary perception, because a जाति 
` is not perceptible by any organ of sense. The second kind 
called ज्ञानलक्षणा is that in which one percept gives rise to 
another, as when one perceives a piece of sandal-wood ata 
distance, one at once knows that it is fragrant. Here the 
fragrance could be perceived neither by the eye, nor by the 
nose as the sandal-piece was ata distance; it is therefore 
apprehended by a kind of extraordinary perception. The 
third kind योगजा belongs exclusively to Yogins who, by means 
of their superhuman powers, can perceive objects im- 
perceptible to others." It can be easily seen that while the 
third kind of extraordinary perception is hypothetical, the 
first two are varieties of associated knowledge, and should 
properly go under judgments derived by what is called 
immediate inference. Annambhatta does not mention these, 
and. therefore it is doubtful whether he accepted them. 
Probably ho did, as there is nothing in his book inconsistent 
with them. 


4. As the anthor himself declares at the end of the next 
section that इन्द्रिय is the करण of प्रत्यक्ष, there ought to be no 
doubt on the point, but it should be noted that so far as the 
definition of प्रत्यक्षज्ञान is concerhed, it is applicable to either 
Vig of करण.{ If compared with the definition of अच्चामेति 
( पूशमहजन्यं ard ) if favours the view of संनिकर्ष being the 
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ध्रत्यक्षकरण just as परामर्श is that of अननामितिः but the word जन्य 
need not be here strictly construed in the sense of being 
directly or immediately produced. 


5. A perceptis of two kinds, indeterminate and determi- 
nate, or if we may adopt Whately’s terms, 
encomplex and complex. When a thing 
gradually comes within the range of our 
sight, we first simply apprehend that there is something, and 
it is after some time and after we have observed the thing 
more closely that we recognize it to be a particular thing 
having particular qualities. The first is called निर्विकल्यक or 
निष्प्रकारक, while the second is सविकल्पक or सप्रकारक- निर्विकल्पक 
ज्ञान is defined as * that knowledge in which there is no प्रकार- 
at,’ while साविकल्पक is ‘that in which 17 exists.’ प्रकारता is 
already explained as the property of a particular cognition 
which distinguishes it as the cognition of a particular object 
from other cognitions, e. g. घटत्व is the प्रकारता of घटज्ञान 
which distinguishes it from qaaa." «It is evident that the 
सप्रकारकज्ञान presupposes the previous knowledge of प्रकारता, 
that is, we cannot know that a particular thing is wz unless 
we first know what घटत्व is. The maxim is नासहीतविशेषणा 
बुद्धिविशेष्यछ्पसंक्रामाते, that is, we cannot apprehend the 
qualified without first knowing the qualification. The gg- 
कारकज्ञान is essentially the knowledge of the qualified object, 
for its प्रकार is nothing more than the qualities of the object, 
while the निष्प्रकारकज्ञान, being a knowledge of the object 
itself without the qualities, clearly precedes the सप्रकारक- 
T. D. defines सविकल्पक as नामजात्यादिविशेषणाविहोष्यसंबंधावगाहि 
araa, ‘knowledge which comprehends the relation of the 
qualified and the qualifications such as name, class, eto.' 
We already possess a previous knowledge of qaa, नीलरूप॑ 
and other qualities, acquired by former experience. We 
then see some unknown thing come within our vision. At 
first we only feel that if is some thing; that is, we apprehend 
only the most general of its attributes, nime सत्ता or 


3" V 
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` Samkalpaka and 
Ahrvikalpaka. 


` 
* Bee Note under Beo. 35, p. 180, Buz 
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भावरूवता; this is the निर्विकल्पक or indeterminate knowledge, 
for in it the thine is not yet determined or distinguished 
from other things. At this stage we have two separate 
knowledges, the knowledge of the object qx as some thing, 
and the previous knowledge of घटत्ब; but there is no connec- 
tion between the two, and hence both these individnal 
knowledges are Wauraamig. They are then combined to- 
gether and form a joint knowledge qaeqarqz घट in which 
( घटत्व ) appears as the प्रकार of the other. Those which 
were at first separate are combined and connected with each 
other and thus the joint knowledge becomes संबंधावगाहि or 
सप्रकारक. In this way we first apprehend qualities separately 
and then tackle them to the object. These qualities are 
chiefly of four sorts, gor, किया, जाति and war. In the 
sentence इयामो देवदत्तो बाह्मणः पचति we have instances of tho 
four kinds, gata being यण ( quality ), देवदत्त being & संज्ञा 
( proper name ), ज्राह्मणत्ब being जाति (class ), and पचति denot- 
ing the action पचनक्रिया, Hach of these properties as well 
ag the individual in whom they reside are first apprehended 
separately, and then results the complex perception ex- 
pressed in the sentence. 


6. The two kinds of knowledge being thus distinguished, 
se the question arises why they are both re- 

ee on cognized. The सप्रकारक ज्ञान is the subject 
of our daily consciousness and cannot be 


ignored; but'the निष्प्रकारक ज्ञान according to JNaiyáyikas ig 
not actually perceived and is to be inferred only. The in- 
ference is stated by T. D. and is briefly expressed in the 
maxim quoted above, नागृहीताविशेषणा बुद्धिविंशेष्यछपसंकरामाति- 
The Nydya theory therefore clearly appears to be that the 
aere ज्ञात alone constitutes percept proper, while निष्प्रकारक 
is simply dsSumed as a necessary condition of it. 
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te It may not be amiss here to go a little deeper into the 
" merits of this theory of two ‘sorts of 
; wie a perceptive knowledge. In the first place 
it should be noted that although orthodox 
systematists generally agree inthe Nydya doctrine of the 
two kinds of knowledge,* the Bawddhas radically differ from 
them in taking the निर्विकल्पक ज्ञान alone to be the true per- 
ceptive knowledge, and the साविकल्पक to be neither real nor 
perceived. The qualities according to them having no objective 
existence, the सप्रकारकज्ञान cannot be real, but only a sub- 
jective conception like a barren woman's son, while the f3- 
ब्किल्पक being concerned with the thing itself is real.[ This 
argument of the Bauddhas is no doubt based on their general 
theory of the falsity of material existence, but its im- 
portance to us consists in its pointing ott the weakness of 
the Nydya doctrine. - Even taking the Nydya definition of 
प्रत्यक्ष 11 is evident that सविकल्पक ज्ञान can hardly be called 
प्रत्यक्ष a8 it is merely a combination of the several knowledges 
of the qualities with the indeterminate knowledge of the 
property-less object. साविकल्पक therefore is not simple and 
direct knowledge gained immediately through the contact 
of the senses with the objects; it is complex and mediate 
like अनुमिति or उपमिति and does not therefore deserve to be 
called प्रत्यक्ष, if we accept the definition of प्रत्यक्ष given in 

the book, i 
8. The निर्विकल्पक alone is really derived from इन्द्रियसान्निकर्ष, 


while the साविकल्पक consists of inferences based partly on Rf- 
कल्पक and partly on previous knowledge. When a ship for 


instance appears on the ocean near the horizon, we first see 
only a black spot, which gradually enlarges. From this 


and from like observations made before, we infer that the 
lines above the spot must be the masts and the thing must 
be a ship. Similarly in चदज्ञान we first see indistinctly a 
thing which appears to have the same form as that ofa jar 
with which we are familiar; and hence we infer that the 
round thing must be a घट. Thisis virtually the same process 
as the proof उपमान by which a gayal is likened to a cow. 
Besides we must have the knowledge of the name घट before 
* S&nkhya-T. K, p 93. 
T V. 8. Up. Calc. ed. 358. 
26 
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we can cognize the thing as ya; and hence झाब्द्ज्ञान also is 
necessary for सविकल्पक प्रत्यक्ष. Determinate knowledge is there- 
fore properly speaking a mediate cognition obtained by the 
operation of several other proofs. The remarks of an English 
writer on Logic are very apposite on this point. 


« What we term a fact or an observation, is seldom an ab- 
solutely single or individual conscious impression We speak of 
the fact that high water at Leith follows high water at London 
by a certain definite interval; but thisis far beyond any individual 
impression upon our senses. It is a generality of considerable 
compass, the result of the comparison of many separate observations, 
### There is a process of induction requisite in order to establish 
such a fact; and all the securities for soundness in the inductive 
proofs are called into play.’’* 

And again:— °" 

“Tt is from previous knowledge that we know that we are 

looking at a needle (magnet), and that its direction is north. 

: The simplest observation is thus a mixture of intuition and 
inference ; and our habit of joining the two is one cause of 
error in the act of observing." 


‘Are not the Bauddhas then nearer the truth when they 
call the निर्विकल्पक the percept proper, and the सविकल्पक a 
mere combination of conceptions that are according to them - 
devoid of external reality? And are not Naiydyikas inconsis- 
tent in including साविकल्पक under प्रत्यक्ष which is er hypothese 
born of इस्द्रियसंनिकर्ष only? But this conclusion cannot be 
accepted; for once accept it, the dispairing sare of the 
Bauddhas, that; all the world is a falsity and a mirage, 
necessarily follows. निर्विकल्पक being indeterminate cannot give 
usany mental notion ; while if it be the only प्रत्यक्ष, all other 
proofs which essentially depend upon प्रत्यक्ष as their start- 
ing point will be without basis and therefore void. It ig 
the सा्विकल्पकज्ञान that forms the real basis of all our mental 
processes. To deprive it of its primary and authentic charac- 
ter is therefore to take away the very foundation of our 
knowledge of the external world and thus to reduce if toa 
mere delusion and a Snare. 
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9. Here indeed we have a dilemma which cannot be 
solved by observation or reasoning, be- 
A partial solution. cause it lies at the root of observation 
itself. Various solutions, more or less 
plausible, have been offercd, out of which we are concerned 
with only that which is furnished bylater Nazydyikas, and 
which, though not quite satisfactory, at least absolves them 
from inconsistency. निर्विकल्पकज्ञान according to this school of 
JNaiyáyas is neither प्रत्यक्ष, nor अनुमिति, nor any other kind 
of अनुभव, and can hardly come under बुद्धि itself, as ib gives 
rise to no व्यवहार. It can be neither प्रमा nor अप्रमा; for 
as it has 10 प्रकारता neither the definition ag तत्मकारवत्त्वं 
107 अतद्वाति तत्प्रकारवर्व applies to it. It is no doubt ज्ञान, 
but ज्ञान ofa peculiar kind and quite distinct from other 
cognitions. While other cognitions Rave defined objects 
( विशेष्यता ), properties (serrat) andrelations (estar), fata 
कल्पक, says Nilakantha, has none of these; and so it is 
altogether of a differont kind. Its position therefore 
under af ought to be not as a subdivision of magg as 
Annambhatia has placed it, but rather asa subdivision of 
अनुभव above प्रमा; thus :— 


अनुभव ( apprehension ) 


i | 
fatanere (indeterminate) — (determinate)! 


| 


प्रसा अघमा 


निर्विकल्पक having no प्रकारता is thus discriminated from all 
determinate cognitions such as percepts, judgments, analogies 
and verbal knowledge, and may be given the name of sensa- 
tion, while the साविकल्पकपत्यक्ष may be called percept proper. 
This is in accordance with Kant’s division of rd prehension 
into perception proper and sensation proper. This restric- 
tion of the meaning of the words perception and percept and 
their discrimination from sensation proper are accepted by 
a high authority. “Sensation,” says Prof. ‘Fleming, ‘‘pro- 
perly expresses that change in the state of the mind which is 
produced by an impression upon an organ of sense (of which 
change we can conceive the mind to be concious, without 
any knowledge of external objects) : perception orf the other 
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hand expresses the Anowledge or intimations we obtain by 
means of our sensations concerning the qualities of matter; 
and consequently itinvolves, in every instance, the notion of 
externality or outness which it is necessary to exclude in 
order to seize the precise import ofthe word sensation, "* 
This restricted use of perception to denote the cognitions of 
external objects through the senses was introduced by Reid 
and Kant and is now generally accepted. So that we may 


very well call निर्विकल्पकज्ञान Sensation and साविकल्पकप्रत्यक्ष percep- 
८८०7 or rather percept. In this way the dilemma hinted 


above can be removed partially at least. 

10. The determinate cognitions will have many varieties, ac- 
cording as they are more or less mediate, and the medium 
is of different kinds. Ifit is the cognition of a real external 
object it is प्रत्यक्ष ; if it is a judgment obtained by a combina- 
tion of two or more propositions, it is अनाम्षिति ; if an analogy 
between two objects known by comparison, it is उपातिति ; 
and if a notion derived from the meaning of words, it is 
verbal knowledge. The साविकल्पकप्रत्यक्ष therefore may be: 
mediate and yet sufficiently distinguishable from other 
cognitions. Nor is the definition इन््रियसन्षिकर्षज्ञन्य quite 
inapplicable to सविकल्पकप्रत्यक्ष) for although it is not solely 
due to सन्निकर्ष and although a सल्चिकर्ष of one kind or another 
is present in all kinds of apprehension, the सन्निकर्ष is the 
direct and immediate cause of सविकल्पज्ञान while in अनुमिति 
etc. other operations of the mind intervene. The constituant 
cognitions, which by combining form the complex साबि- 
कल्पकप्रत्यक्ष, are necessarily obtained by संनिकर्ष, while 
in अनुमभिद्वि they need not be so obtained. The निर्विकल्पकज्ञान 
as well as the process of combining the separate cognitions 
of qualities so as to form one सविकल्पकज्ञान which comes after 
संनिकर्ष may be called the अवान्तरव्यापार. In this way the 
Nyåya doctrine may with some modifications be reconciled 
with our common experience. Kesava Misra attempts a 
very curious compromise which though easily comprehen- 
dible, is faulty as it reduces करण and व्यापार to mere relative. 
notions. He lays down three varying pairs of करण and 
व्यापार 107 प्रत्यक्ष, viz. इन्द्रिय, इन्त्रियसंनिकर्ष and निर्विकल्पकज्ञान, 


* Fleming . Vocabulary of Philosophy p. 448, 
b * T, B, Bom. ed. Pe 27. 
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When निर्विकल्पकज्ञान is we, इन्द्रिय 18 the करण, and संनिकष 18 


व्यापार; when सविकल्पक is फल, संमिकर्ष is the करण and निर्विकल्पक 
is व्यापारः and when इच्छा which results from knowledge is 


फल, निर्विकल्पक isthe करण and सविकल्पक is व्यापार. But this 
compromise is not accepted by later writers. 
Sect. XLII संनिकषेः. 

- The contact of organ amd object, which ८8 the cause of 
Perception, is of six kinds:—I Conjunction, 2 Intimate umon 
with the conjoint, 3 Intimate union with the intimately united with 
the conjoint, 4 Intimate union, 5 Intimate union with the intemate- 
ly united, and 6 Connection of the attribute with the subject. 
Conjunctson is the contact producing perception of the jar by the 
eye. Intimate union with the conjoint rs the contact producing the 
perception of the colour of a jar, as the colour is intimately 
united with the jar which ts conjoint with the eye. Intimate union 
with the intemately umted is the contact wm  percewing 
the genus of colour, as colour is iniwnately united with the 
jar conjoint with eye, and the genus of colour is intimately 
united therewith. Intunate umon is the contact in the perception 
of word by the organ of hearing, as the organ of hearing is the 
ether in the cavity of the ear, (since) word is the quality of ether 
and the quality and the qualified are intimately united. Intimate 
umon with the intimately united is the contact in cognizing 
the genus word, as the genus is intimately united with word which 
is intimately united with (organ of ) hearing. The connection of the 
attribute and subject is the contact in the perception of 
negation, as the negation of a jar is an attribute of a place in 
contact with the eye wherever a place i8 devoid of ajar. The 
knowledge thus produced from the sixfold contact is Percept. 
Iis peculiar cause is the organ. Hence organ is perception. 

1. Having defined प्रत्यक्ष as the product of the contact of 

the organs of sense with their appropriate 

The sx contacts. Objects, the author now enumerates and 

illustrates the six varieties of this contact, 
that is, six ways in which the different organs may come in 
contact with their objects. Three of these contacts are 
primary, viz. संयोग, समवाय and विशेषणविशेष्यता, and the other 
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three are combinations of the two former, viz. संयुक्तसमवाय, 
संयुक्तसमंबतसमबाय, 2nd समवेतसमवाय, The organ of sight be- 
ing à द्रव्य comes in actual contact with a substance like a 
jar when it sees it; and so the सक्चिकष is संयोग the ordinary 
conjunction. The eye perceives also the colour of we, as 
colour is the special quality of light of which the eye is 
formed, but the organ being a geq cannot have direct conjun- 
ction with the quality of another substance; and hence the 
contact of the eye with घटरूप is संयुक्तसमवाय, 2727272076 union 
with the conjoined, the xq being intimately united with the 
wa which is conjoined with the organ. The जाति on घटरूप 
is also perceived by the organ of sight, because the 
Naiyáyikas have laid down a maxim, येनेन्द्रियेण agaaa तेने- 
स्द्रियेण तद्गतं सामान्यं तत्समवायस्तदभावश्व uuw," ‘the organ which 
apprehends a thing also apprehends the जाति and समवाय on 
that thing as well as its negation.’ घटरूपत्व is therefore per- 
ceived by the eye by means of the contact संयुक्तसमंवेतसमवाय;, 
intimate union with a thing ( घटरूप ) which is intimately 
united with a substance (qe) that is in conjunction with 
the organ. The fourth contact is simple intimate union, as 
that of six organ of hearing, which being आकशास्वरूप, is 
intimately united with its product the sound. The differ- 
ence between sra and other organs is that, while the latter 
are products ( चिकार ) of their corresponding elements, such 
as the eye of light, the nose of earth and the taste of water, 
the श्रोत्र 18 the all-pervading ether itself in its elemental 
form, defined and conditioned by the cavity of the ear. 
Sound therefore as 9 product of the ether has direct intimate 
union with sf, while other qualities are not so directly 
brought into contact with their corresponding organs. sreg 
being apprehended by समवाय, its जाति grega is obviously ap- 
prehended by समवेतसमवाय, intimate union with a thing 
( शब्द्‌ ) intimately united with the organ. The last ure 
will be noticed further on. 

In the case of other organs also the same contacts will be 
found efficient. The only organ besidesthe eye which, ac- 
cording to some, apprehends substances and therefore has 
conjunction with. them is the organ of touch. The three 
external organs, घाण, रसन and श्रोत apprehend qualities only; 
and the kind of c t operating in the case of each object 
apprehended by these senses can be easily determined. 


nnn 
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2. The subject is involved in some intricacy owing to the 
difference that exists in the perceptive capa- 

: 1. Epp city of the various organs. Some organs are 
said to perceive substances and qualities, 

while others perceive qualities only. Hence we must distin- 
guish between the perception of substances and the percep- 
tion of qualities, actions and generalities. am, कर्म and सामान्य 
are, according to all, perceived by their respective organs 
and by means of appropriate contacts. Perception of these 
therefore is divided into six kinds according to the six 
organs of sense, namely धघ्राणज, रासन, चाक्षुष, स्पार्शन, ओत्रिय, 
and मानस, while the things perceived are respectively the 
qualities, odour, savour, colour, touch, sound, pleasure, and 
pain, as well as their generalities and negations.* Substan- 
ces, however, are held to be percervable by two senses only, 
the sight and the touch, the remaining four organs being 
capable of perceiving qualities only. As to the perception 
of substances by sight there is not and cannot be any doubt, 
but there is a difference of opinion as to whether the organ 
of touch is capable of perceiving a substance. The ancient 
Naydyikas answer is in the negative, asserting that TRAST 
18 a necessary condition for every external 
perception of a substance, while the 
moderns answer in the affirmative saying 
that zgaat can be also efficient for external perception. 


The controversy has been already explained in a previ- 
ous Note.t 


3. Viśvanátha lays down a rule which is as it were a 
compromise between the two views:— 
उड्ूतस्पर्शवद्द्रव्यं गोचरः सोऽपि च त्वचः | 
रूपान्यचक्षुषी योग्यं रूपमत्रापि कारणम्‌| d 


Perception by 
ouch. 


४ ८ A substance having a manifested touch is apprehended 
by the organ of touch, and also touch. Everything except 
colour that is perceived by the eye is perceived by the organ 
of touch also ; but ( manifested ).colour is necessary even in 


2 B. P. Bl. 
T See Note p. 117, Supra, 
i B. P, 25. 
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these cases. " æg is thus declared to be capable of perceiv- 
ing, but only when the thing is also visible to the eye; and 
the same will probably be the case with the other organs. 
Thus neither touch nor savour, nor odour can be perceived 
in atoms which have no manifested colour. This compromise 
however is not tenable, for if strictly taken, the touch in 
air and the sound in ether should always be imperceptible 
as the two substances have no manifested colour; but this 
cannot be accepted, and so the necessity of उद्धतरूप' for all 
perceptions must be confined to substances only. This is the 
ancient view and also that of Annambhatia. He has declared 
air to be imperceptible and inferrible from the existence of 
touch, while touch itself is defined as a quality perceived 
by the aerial cuticle (त्वग्याह्यो wor: ). It is clear therefore that 
he accepts the capacity of त्वक to perceive qualities, but not 
substances unless the latter possess ggaeq. Similarly 
the sa can preceive sound but not ether, both because it 
has not उद्धूतरूप aud also because it is not distinct from the 
organ. As regards मानसप्रत्यक्ष it is to be noted that while 
pleasure, pain etc. are perceived by the mind, the human 
soul is perceptible according to the Naiydyikas, but not 
according to the Vaeseshekas.* Annambhatta holds the 
Varseshka view. By thus distinguishing the perception of 
substances from that of qualities we can, it seems, remove 
the apparent discrepancy between several passages of T. 8, 
and T. D., in some of which the author appears to limit the 
term प्रत्यक्ष to चाक्षुषप्रत्यक्ष only, while in others as in the pres- 
ent, he talks of the perception by other organs such as sa 
and ag. In the case of substances there is चाक्षुषप्रत्यय only, 
and perhaps त्वाच्च also ; while in the case of qualities there 
are six kinds which though nowhere expressly mentioned by 
the author can be inferred from his mentioning sip in the 
present passage. In conclusion he declares the organ 
itself to be the प्रत्यक्षप्रमाण that is the करण of प्रत्यक्ष, thereby 
removing any doubt as to whether he takes grew or इान्द्रिय- 
सक्चिकर्ष to be the करण. f 


9 B. P, 49; see Note 6 under Bec. 17, p. 144, Supra. 
“+ See on this Note p. 191, Supra 
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4. The five contacts account for the perception of the 
first four categories. बिशेष being a परमाणधर्म is unpercepti- 
ble. The cases of समवाय and अभाव are specially provided 
for by the sixth संनिकर्ष called विशेषणविद्येष्चभाव- This last is 

ofa peculiar kind, and is assumed to ac- 

The sth contact count for the perception of negation and 

intimate union according to those in 

whose opinion both are perceptible, and of negation only 
according to those who deny the perceptibility of समवाय. 
Viévanátha 8878 :--अभावषत्यक्षे समवायप्रत्यक्षे चेन्द्रियसंबद्धाविशेषण- 
ताहेतुः । वेशे षिकमते तु न समवायः प्रत्यक्ष: The Naiydy:kas hold 
समवाय to ve perceptible by विज्षेषणाविदेष्यभाव, while the Vaz- 
Seshtkas regard it as अतीन्द्रिय and inferrible only. Annam- 
bhatta as usual holds the Vazseshika view, as may be easily 
guessed irom his proving समवाय by inference in T. D. on 
Sect. 79. The विशेषणविशेष्यभाव is therefore confined, accord- 
ing to our author, to the perception of negation, which re- 
quires a special contact because neither संयोग nor समवाय is 
possible in the case of अभाव. Negation not being a sub- 
stance cannot exist by itself; nor can it reside in any other 
substance by समवाय, as it is neither quality, nor action, nor 
जातिः How does it then exist in the world, and how 
is it apprehended? It 18 conceived, replies the Naiydyika 
as a property ( चर्म ) of its अधिकरण, that is, of the thing on 
which it exists. Thus in a cognition घटाभाववडूतलम the tat- 
भाव is spoken of as the विशेषण of the भूतल which is the 
विशेष्य, their relation विशेषणविशेष्यभाव being expressed by the 
termination qq. Now let us see how this cognition takes 
place. We observe the spot of ground and see no jar on it. 
The spot of ground being a substance is perceived by the 
contact संयोग, thatis, it is physically connected with the 
रष्णताराग्रवर्ति चक्षुः; but the घटाभाव on wae can come into 
contact with the eye through yag only. The संनिकर्ष there- 
fore by which the warata on wae is perceived is the contact 
between the wga and भूतल, i. e संयोग, plus that between 
yag and घटाभाव, 7. ८. बिशेषणविशेष्यभाव, the combined contact 


* 5, M, Calc. ed. p. 53. 
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the organ is identical with आकाश which is the real आधिकरण 

` Of झाव्दाभावः शब्दत्वाभाव (7. ८. the अभात्र of wer on सत्व) is appre- 
hended by इान्द्रियसमवेताविशेषणता. Both विशेषणता and fqirerat 
are therefore of two kinds, इन्द्रियबिशेषणता-शेष्यता simply, and 
इन्द्रियसंबद्धाविशे षणता-शेष्यता; the first two in the perception by 
श्रोत्र and correspond to समवार्य and समवेतसमबाय contacts, the 
latter two in the case of other organs and correspond to the 
other three contacts. विशषणाविरोष्यभाव mentioned by Anam- 
bhatia is therefore not a simple contact but has five varieties, 
corresponding to the first five contacts, although all of them 
are comprised under one name as they all have a common 
element विशेषणता or विशेष्यता- 


8. T. D. here introduces a discussion as to whya fifth proof 
called अनुपल'ब्थ which is accepted by Mi- 

1000000 mümsakas and Veddntins isnot recognized 
by the Nazyéykas. The former hold that 

अभाव is not perceptible because there can be no manner of 
contact between a substantial organ and a pure nogation, and 
have therefore to account for the apprehension of negation 
by a fifth proof called अनुपलब्धि (non-porception); while the 
* Natydgekas hold that अभाव is perceptible by the sume organ 
which perceives its प्रतियोगी, but by means of a peculiar सोने- 
कर्ष called बिदोषणविशेष्यभाव. So that one party assumes a 
separate proof to account for अभावज्ञान, and the other as- 
sumes a separate संनिकर्ष The arguments on both sides nre 
equally specious and interminable, and the controversy is at 
last reduced to a determination of the comparative simplicity 
(araa) of the two rival assumptions. The Va/ydyikas however 
cannot wholly dispense with अनुपलाब्धि, अभाव is nota thing 
that is independently known. The cognition of अभाव noces- 
sarily depends on the previous knowledge of its couuter- 
entity (घट) and its support ( भूतल). Now the 18060 that 
we never perceive घटाभाव wherever there is Ng shows 
that there is a relation of contrariety between the 
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two, and ilat the absence of the one must be ascertained 
before the other can be apprehended. -This ascertainment 
of the absence of sz, or अनुपलब्धि, is therefore deemed to be 
a uocessiry condition for the perception of werta; 
that is, अनुपलब्धि 18 ॥ सहकारी (accessory ) of the चक्षुरिन्द्रिय 
which pereetves serma on yag. Now what is this अन्नपलुब्धि ? 
It is nob simply the not-peraciving or not-finding ; for 
though we do not perceive qe in darkness, we do not also 
perceive घटाभाव there. The अनुपलृत्धि ( non-j'erception ) must 
he तर्कितप्रातियोगिसस्वाबिसाधे, that is, must be ‘inconsistent with 
the hypothetical assumption of the oxistence of its प्रातियोगी 
qe.’ It is not sufficiont that we do not perceive घट; we must 
not perevive ib in a place, where from all surrounding cir- 
cumstances we would naturally expect to find it, but do not 
owing to ifs actual absence. The agaa must therefore be 
preceded by nn ascertainmont that uo unfavourable cireum- 
stances auch ag darkness exist which would prevent oven a 
presont wr from being porceived. T. D. "s expression affa- 
त्रमियोगिसश्वबिरोषयञ्षुपलब्धि has boon dissolved and interpreted 
by Nilakantha in two ways both of which really convey the 
same moaning. Tho simpler method is तर्कितमारोपित marfit- 
aimee तद्विरोधिनी arsarvarea: * that non-perception which is 
inconsistent with tho assumed existence of प्रतियोगी, ^ तर्क is 
an nasnmption or hypothosis (a reduetio ad absurdum as it is 
gomotimes called ) which is for u moment taken for granted 
for the purpose of proving the contrary. So here we first 
assume the sftatireer, 7. ८. the existence of घट, in the 
place, and thou reject it as false because that घतियोगिसरब is 
not perceived although all the conditions are favourable, 
Our reasoning is was घटो$भबिष्यत्तहि यूतलमिषाद्राध्यतू, ‘if there 
had been wg here, we would have necessarily perceived it 
just as we perceive syag,’ the perception of yee showing 
that the usual conditions for चाक्षुषप्रत्यक्ष are existing. By this 
तर्क we hypothecate the existence of we in the place. But 
this hypothecation is inconsistent with the actual fact that 
we do not perceive the wa, and must.be therefore rejected, 
In this way our non-perception of wr which was doubtful 
at first is made certain by the intermediate hypothecation 
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and its rejection. It is this fully ascertained non-perception 
that assists the eye in apprehending warara. The compound 
may also be dissolved as ener आपादिता प्रतियोगिनो were 
सत्त्वस्य सत्त्वप्रसक्तेः विरोधिनी या उपलब्धिः तत्पातियोगिको5भावो5नुपलाब्धिः 
‘that non-perception which is opposed not to the real oxis- 
tence of «wa but to its assumed existence.’ Wither way the 
result is the same, that the non-perception must be first 
ascertained by a proper inquiry that theqe does not really exist. 
But even this periphrasisis not enough to guard the definition 
from a fault. Merit ( धर्म ) and demerit (अधर्म) being qualities 
of the soul are imperceptible ; if therefore one ater looking 
for them in vain concludes that they do not exist at all, he 
will be quite wrong, for the imperceptibility of merit and 
demerit is inherent and uot due to their non-existence. 
अनुपलब्धि is therefore qualified with योग्य, so that the ascer- 
tained non-perception must be ofa thing capable of being 
perceived. In the Naiydy:ka view therefore अभाव is percvived 
by the बिशिषणविशिष्यभाव-संनिकर्ष (2. e. as a property of its 
support wae ) with the accessory aid of a योग्यानुपलब्धि, that 
is, an ascertained non-perceptible object. The Naiydyikas 
have thus to make two assumptions, one of a new संनिकर्ष 
and another of its accessory अनुपलाब्धि; while the imdnsakas 
are satisfied with one assumption only, namely that of a 
new प्रमाण or arator. T. D. thinks that the first two being 
only subordinate, there is groater लाघव in assuming those 
two than in assuming the last one ; because it is simpler to 
assume two operations ( व्यापार ) than to recognize a separate 
instrument ( करण). Besides the relation 'विशेषणविशेष्यभाव is 
not really a new thing; but it is identical with the आधिकरण 
wag itself, for when we say that there is घटाभाव on yag 
we really mean nothing more than that there is wre 
and nothing else. Hence Nilakantha defines aitam- 


' विशेष्यभाव ४४ स्वरूपसंबधावच्छिन्नाघाराधेयभाव;. The only new 
assumption is jhat of mayer which is also common 
to the Mimdmsakas. ‘The difference between the two 
schools is simply that the one calls it accessory, the other 
principal: 
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% It may not be out of place here to notice a distinction 
between a cognition and its appropriate proof. Cognition 
rosulting [rom प्रत्यक्षभ्रमाण perecption is a percept; but the 
contrary 18 Lob trues a percopl doos not necessarily arise 
from perception alone. Lli may arise from another kind 
of proof, such as शब्द or amagar ` Both Mydya and Mi- 
mid agree in nolding that अभाव is an object of 
perception. But the प्रत्यक्षत्व ofa thing according to Mi- 
måmsa docs not depend upon its resulting from प्रत्यक्षप्रमाण. 
A Veddutie writer remarks on this point, न हि फलीभूृतज्ञानस्य 
qaga तत्करणस्य प्रत्यक्षप्रमाणतानियमत्वमस्ति । दशमस्त्वमसीत्यादि- 
बाक्यजन्यज्ञानस्य प्रत्यक्षत्वेऽपि तत्करणस्य चाक्यस्य प्रत्यक्षपमाणभिन्नप्रमाण- 
त्वाश्युपगमात्‌* ।' Pereeptivo knowledge is not necessarily 
enusod by perception ; it may be cansed by अन्ुपलब्धिप्रमाण or 
by हाब्दप्रमाण, just as in the seutence, ** Thou art the tenth," 
the cogution of being the tenth, though a percept, is not 
caused by perception, but by word. 

IU, The remark of the Vedtautu-Daribhdshá quoted at the 

Plc dnos end of tho last preceding Noto 18 important 
of Preeephon as aA showing thatthe Vydyeidens of porcep- 
thal suben "^ tion and percept materially diftor from 

those of other schools, and that Annam- 
bhatte’s definitions of thom will not at all be accepted ag 
vorrect by Veddntic writers. The Natydyika theory of per- 
coption and in fact of all knowledge is ossentially physical. 
All cognitions ( gagas ) aro conceived to be Mun d qualities 
residing in the soul which is a substance, and exactly in 
the same way as the quality of Llaeness or whiteness resides 
in the jar. These cognitions again are all primarily 
derived from perceptive expericnce which is again founded 
on the physical contact of senses with external objects. 
There is nothing idealistic or supersensuous in this! 
matter of fact and almost mechanical theory of the origin 
of our ideas. This is the reason why the Jy sa-Vaiseshiha 
System has become so thoroughly realistic, ind why it is 
strenuously opposed by the ideal and pantheistic philo- 
sophors of the 8666४6 and Veddntic schools. “he Nydya 


theory of perception bas a very close resemblance to 
Locke’s doctrine of sensationalism, and may be described 


# Vaddnig-Paribhdshd, Oale, ed, p. 28. 
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almost in his own words. Locke considers that all our 
knowledge is derived from experience which is two-fold 
४ observation employed either about external sensible 
objects or about the internal operations of our minds, per- 
ceived and reflected upon by ourselves." These two sources 
of our ideas are thus described:— 


^ First. Our senses conversant about particular sensible 
objects, do convey into the mind several distinct perceptions of 
things, according to those various ways wherein those objects do 
affect them; and thus we come by those ideas we have of yellow 
white, heat, cold, soft, hard, bitter, Sweet, and all those which 
we call sensible qualities; which when I say that the senses 
convey into the mind, न. mean, they from oxternal objects convey 
into the mind what produces there those perceptions. This great 
source of most of the ideas we have, depending wholly upon our 
senses, and derived by them to the understanding, I call, sensation. 


४८ Secondly. The other fountain from which experience 
furnisheth the understanding with ideas, is the perception of 
the operations of our own minds within us as it is employed 
about thé ideas it has got; which operations when the soul 
comes ‘to reflect on and consider, do furnish the understanding 
"with another set of ideas which could not be had from things 
without; and such are perception thinking, doubting, belioving, 
reasoning, knowing, willing, and all the different actings of our 
own minds ; which we being conscious of and observing iu our- 
Solves, do from these rsceive into our understanding as distinct 
ideas, as we do from bodies affecting our senses," ^k * * # 
“The understanding seems to me not to have the least glim- 
mering of any ideas which it doth not receive from one of 
these two. External objects furnish the mind with the ideas 
of sensible qualities, which are all those different perceptions 
théy produce in us; and the mind furnishes the understand- 
ing with ideas of 108 own operations. ” % 


. This may almost be mistaken fora trzumatiou of a pape 
Büge in some Wydya work. Locke's theory of senses hag 
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now been partially abandoned chiefly owing to the powerful 
criticism of Kant, but its enormous influence on subsequent 
philosophical thought cannot be doubted. Similarly the 
Naiydyika’s doctrine of सानिकर्ष was afterwards considerably 
modified by Veddntins and others, but not before it had 
given 8 decided turn to philosophical speculations in India. 


Sror. XLIV, अयुमानम. 

Inference ४७ the peculiar cause of a judgment; judgment ts 
the knowledge that springs from पाम or consideration; Con- 
sideration is the knowledge of reason as distinguished by 
invariable concomitance, as for instance, the knowledge that 
this mountain has smoke which is invariably accompamed by 
fire is Consideration, while the knowledgo born of it that 
mountain is fiery is Judgment. Invariable concomitance is 
the certainty of association that whereven there is smoke, there 
is fire. The existence of an invariably concomitant thing 


on objects like mountain makes it the characteristic of ५ पक्ष or 
Receptacte. 


1. The chapters on Inference contain the science of 
Indian logie as developed and ‘skilfally 
1 dovetailed into tho gonoral system of 
metaphysics evolved by tho Vaiseshikas. 
अनुमान or inference is the instrument, srgfefa the resulting 
judgment, and परामर्श the intermediate operation. अलुमिति 
‘ig thus said to depend upon परामर्श. This परामर्श occupies a 
very important place in JVyáya logie; because when once a 
valid परास is obtained a sound conclusion or अद्धामिति neces- 
sarily and immedintoly follows, just as cloth is produced as 
an invariable consequence of the motion of the loom. 
' Hence Nydya writers mainly devote themselves to a discus- 
sion of this परामर्श and its two constituent parts द्याति and 
fey. few or हेतु isthe thing from which the existence of 
another thing invariably concomitant with it is inferred; 
eum is this invarinble concomitance existing between the 

' Fy und the other thing inferred from it, namely साध्य, 

2. It will be clear from the above that an inference when 
simplified always consists of three terms 
denoting respectively हेतु, साध्य and their 
mutual relation of invariable concomit- 
anoe, any two of whick when given necessarily! lead to a 


* 
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knowledge of the third. Of these the साध्य is of course the 
thing which is always to be proved; and consequently the 
other two terms, wg and the हेतुसाध्यसंबंध or emu as it is 
called, must be known before any inference is possible. In 
the Aristotelian syllogism they correspond to the first two 
premises which, being connected together by a coinmon 
middle term, lead to the conclusion; but the Aristotelian 
syllogism is defective in so far as it merely implies this con- 
nection between the two premises, and has no separate 
premise to express it. The Nydya syllogism on the other 
hand actually expresses this connection by joining the two 
premises, or rather the two terms denoting gg and amm 
into one; that is, it does not merely state the two terms or 
premises separately, and then at once jump to the con- 
clusion, but after stating them fully gives a third premise 
which combines the previous two terms, and thus ‘gives a 
unity asit were to the two separate cognitions of ta and 
safe This combined premise is called the परामर्श, which 
immediately gives rise to the conclusion and is therefore 
said to be its करण. 


9. | परामर्श has been gaid to be a combination of two dis- 

tinct notions, that of gg and amig.. Bui. 

Pardmaria. how is this combination effected ? + Not 

simply by placing them side by side, nor 

by putting them in a sentence as subject and predicate, but, 

{ by joining them inseparably as बिशोष्य and विशेषण or subject 

and attribute. The विशेषणतासंबंध being indissoluble is the 

closest union between two things, and consequently the 

perfect unity of परामर्श is attained by making व्याति the frst- 

षण of हेतु, that is, by making the हेतु व्यातिविशिष्ट- १4 परामर्श 

may therefore be defined as the knowledge not merely of 
व्याप्ति and हेतु but of व्यातिविशि्ट्हेतु. / 

4. The author however defines परामर्श as the kuowledge 
of व्याप्तिविशिष्टपक्षधर्मता, Does this latter 
definition differ from that noted above ? 

- In other words, does पक्षधर्म differ from 
What we have called the ww? Really not, for "पक्षधर्मता is 
nothing more than a particular kind of yar; or rather it is 
tgar under particular circumstances. It is not any Ww that 


Anthor's defini- 


Qn, , 
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will give tise to प्राम, but only such a one as besides being 
व्याप्तिविशिष्ट is also पक्षधर्मताविशिष्ठ, As a matter of fact 
a gg is always व्यातिबोशिष्ट ond is already stated to 
be so in the व्याप्तिबाक्य, just as in the major premise 
of the Aristotelian sylogism. — Whou for instance 
WO my ya यत्र MENU तत्र बाह्लेः or “all men are 
mortal,” we always lay down tho invariable concomitance 
of धूम and af or humanity and mortality ; that is we state 
ga to bo वाह्लिव्याप्यता( व्याप्ति /विशिष्ट, and मनुष्यत्व to be मर्त्यत्व- 
व्याप्तिबिशिष्टः But this alone is not sufficient to produce a new 
conclusion, for besides the major we also require a minor 
premise in which the range of हेतु is restricted, that is, we 
speak of it not generally as in the major premise, but in 
connection with a particular place or a particular occasion 
only. ‘Hence in addition to being व्याप्तिविशिष्ट, the हे. must 
also be qualifiod by another limitation, namely पक्षधर्मता ( the 
fact of its being a property of war or place ). (For a proper 
vonelusion therefore the हेतु must be smigre, and must 
also be known as u धर्म residing in पक्ष) in other words it 
must bo known to be invariably associated with the साध्य, 
and must also bo cognizod as being in a particular place 
(पक्ष )J Ho that we havo two separate cognitions respectively 
expressed by Aristotlo's major and minor premises, namely, 
that the हेतु is invariably concomitant with साध्य and that it 
exists in a particular place. These separate cognitions 
combined together produce the joint cognition that that 
fq which is kuown to be invariably concomitant with साध्य 
exists in the particular place; or to take a concrete ex- 
ample, that the smoke which is knowu to be बाहिब्याण्य ex- 
ists on the mountain. ^ This joint cognition बद्धिव्याप्यधुंसवासय 
quw: which is formed by the combination of the two jn- 
de a cognitions of gg as पक्षधर्म and as व्याप्तिविशिष्ठ is 
called were. Annambhatia’s definition of पारश how- 
ever requires some further olucidation before it can be fully 
understood. 
i. The preceding remarks are equally applicable to both 
tho Aristotelian and the Natydyika syl- 
Comparison of the ‘logistic systems ; and they are intended to 
Ao गा व ty show that both systems though widely 
logtem, differing in their ultimate forms are really 


founded on identical analysis of our thinking process, The 
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two systems materially agree with each other until we 


arrive at the two cognitions expressed by Aristotle in the 
: form of major and minor premises, and by the Nazydyikas 
as sara and पक्षधर्मता respectively. But from this point they 
diverge, chiefly on account of their different ways of combin- 
ing these two cognitions; and the divergence though slight 
at first ultimately leads to the different forms of syllogism 
in the two systems. ‘Aristotle first cognises हेतु as invaria- 
bly concomitant with साध्य (in the major promise), and 
then finds this invariably concomitant हेतु in a particular 
place in the minor; that is, he first makes sure of जत्ति as 
a general truth, and then determines the existence of this 
साध्यव्याप्यहेतु 09 the qar. The JVaiyáyika reverses the order, 
by first determining the 3g on पक्ष, and then joining to it 
the notion of invariable concomitance which being derived 
from past experience is remembered as soon as the हेतु is 
perceived on the qar. In Aristotle’s system, ब्याति is deter- 
mined first and then पक्षधर्मता $ in Nydya first पक्षधर्मता of the हेतु 
is known and then the recollected notion of Ff is added 
to it. To adopt Sanskrit terminology, the combination of 
the two notions, 2. e. the परामहा, is expressed in JVyáya as 
व्यातिविदिष्टपक्षधर्मता while Aristotle would probably havo 


described it as पक्षधर्मताचिरिष्टव्यापि, if of course he had laid 
down any third premise corresponding to परामशीबाक्य- As a 


matter of fact we do not find this last form in Aristotle’s 
syllogism, because the mixture of the two notions of जयाति 
and पक्षधर्मता designated परामश is only implied and not ex- 
pressed in the Aristotelian inference. If however we 
introduce a premise into the latter syllogism corres- 
ponding to परामर्श, we shall find that it assumes exactly 
the form indicated above, viz. पक्षधर्मताविशिष्टव्यात्ति, Toke for 
example:— 


All men are mortal ; 
Socrates is a man; 


Socrates is mortal 
A Naiydyika will put this as :— 
Humanity (मनुष्यत्वं) is invariably concomitant with 
mortality (मर्त्यत्ब्याप्यं) ; 
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There is humanity in Socrates; 
^. There is mortality in Socrates. 

This syllogism is defective according to M yaya, because 
just before the conclusion there is wanting a step combining 
the two premises into one proposilion. This परामर्श would 
be “the humanity in Socrates is invariably concomitant 
with mortality; "that is, we cognize मनुष्यत्व not as मर्त्यत्वव्याप्य 
generally, but as मर्त्यत्वन्याप्य in a particular individual 
Socrates. In other words, the व्याप्ति which was first universal 
is here limited by पक्षधर्मता, 2. ८. पक्षधर्मताबिशिष्ठव्याति, On the 
other hand, the same argument put in the Nydya syllogism 
would be:— ? 


erret aed: ( मरत्यत्वविशिेष्ट: ) à 

AAT AT | 

यो यो मलुष्यः स मर्त्यत्वविशिष्टः । यथा यज्ञदत्तः | 
तथा ard gaga: ( मर्त्यत्धव्याप्यमनुष्यत्वविदीष्टः ) à 
तस्मात्तथा ( दूबद्त्तो मर्त्यः ) । 


The only differonce between this and former syllogism ig 
that hero iu the fourth stop 2. e. परामर्श we predicate मर्त्यत्य- 
व्याप्यमनुष्यत्याविशिष्टत्थ Of yaga, while 1111110 former we predicat- 
ed मर्त्यत्वव्याप्यत्व of देवद्त्तनिष्ठमचुष्यत्व- The result of course ig 
the same, and ihe conclusion is as valid in the one as in 
the other syllogism. 


6. The above distinction between the forms of the 
Aristotelian syllogism and Sanskrit Nydya is no doubt rather 
subtle, and cannot be fully grasped by astudent in a prelimi- 
nary stage; but it is very important agit explains the peculiar 
form assumed by the syllogism of the Nalydyikas. It is 
referred to here in order to show the exact significance of 
Annambhatta’s detintion of yermi. ‘The Vaiydyiha agree is 
essentially based on परामर्श, and the form of परामर्श १8 largely 


* 
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due to the peculiar structure of the Wydya syllogism. The 
necessity and the form of the परामदी have been much 
criticized by writers imperfectly acquainted with the Nydya 
system; but the above analysis will show that ‘qzrwgr is not 
only natural, but absolutely essential in every process of 
inference. Only that it must be looked at from its propor 
standpoint. Persons accumstomed to Aristotle’s syllogism 
find it difficult at first to comprehend the Nydya theory of 
inference, involved as it is in endless technicalities and intri- 
cacies extremely puzzling to beginners. These technical- 
ities however are not meaningless; on the contrary they will 
be found on a proper examination to be the result of a deep 
and far-reaching analysis of our process of thinking. 70 
understand the Indian logical method, itis quite necessary 
to view all its parts fn their proper light. The above compar 
rison of the Indian and Aristotelian syllogisms will therefore 
be useful as showing how both, though starting from the 
same common principles, differ in their outward form owing 
to a difference in the manner of applying those principles. 


1. safata:—tThe gist of अनुमान has been succinctly put by 
Kesava Misra in the following statement, 

What is Anwmiti. अनुसानस्य Ww अङ्के व्यात्तिः पक्षधर्मता चेति। az 
व्याप्त्या साध्यसामान्यसिद्धिः । हेतोः पक्षधर्मताबलात 

साध्यस्य पक्षधर्मत्वविशेषः सिध्यति । This means that of the two 
parts of an अनुमान, carta and पक्षधर्मता, the first proves the 
invariable association of साध्य with gg in general, while the 
latter proves the same on war. The inference therefore consists 
in proving existence of साध्य on पक्ष from that of By. ¦ Vais- 
ydyana explains the derivation of अनुमान as मितेन agarde 
पश्चान्मानम्‌, the ‘subsequent ascertaining of a thing (साध्य) 
froma sign already known.{Jfhe same scholiast defines agate 
, १5 लिङ्गलिङ्किनोः संबंधदर्शनम्‌ 1 or rather प्रत्यक्षेण' अप्रत्यक्षस्य uer 
saei: The last definition is certainly the simplest, though 
not very accurate. It describes अनुमान as the process by which 
*from the perceived we get atthe knowledge of an associated 


om, 
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unperceived. It is free from some objections to which Annam- 
bhatia’s definition is liable. One such objection is noted 
and answered by T. D., namely, that the definition of ag- 
मिति ( परामर्शजन्यज्ञानत्बं ) would extend to संशयोत्तरप्रत्यक्ष, which 
too is produced by a kind of intermediate परामर्श When 
one 8008 indistinctly some elongated substance standing at 
a distance, one first doubts whether it is a post or man. 
Then the observer examines it carefully, and on perceiv- 
ing hands and feet to it he concludes that it isa man and 
nota post. This last conclusion ought to be an अनुप्तिति 
for it is derived froma हेतु, emaa. We reason पुरुषत्व- 
fafürersse | करादिमत्त्वात | यो यः करादिमान्‌ स स पुरुषः । यथा वेव- 
gas । 800 soon. This would be an अनमिति, although we 
usually call it प्रत्यक्ष because we actually perceive the man 
after tho intermotiate reasoning. Vdtsydyana’s definition 
would obviously exclude it, for here although we reason 
we do not infer un unperceived thing from the perceived, 
both पुरुष aud करावि boing actually perceived. The answer 
given by T. D. is somewhat different. Similarly there will 
also be अतिव्याप्ति 01 suere which is got after some 
sort of an unconscious process of reasoning. We first see 
a thing indistinctly and cognize its property कम्बूग्रीवाविमरव' 
Separately; then we infer from the latter that the thing 
isa jar. {Similarly cognitions derived from उपमान and grag 
also fall under agara and are actually so included by the 
Vaiéeshiha& and Bauddhas.| But we cannot include these 
cognitions under अन्निति for they give rise to a different 
consciousness ( अधुब्यवसाय ) such as साक्षात्करोमे or उपमिनोमि 
wnilein an ad the consciousness is अशुमिनोमिः The 
definition of aqfafa is therefore faulty, in as much as it 
applies to cognitions that are not aga. T. D. gives 
one answer to both this and the former objection, viz. that 
although there is परामर्श in संदायोत्तरप्रत्यक्ष, it is not 
accompanied by पक्षता which is a necessary condition of an 


^ 


— 
me 


340 Tarka--Sangraha. [ stor, 51.1४. 


inference. It is therefore necessary to understand what, 
पक्षता really siguifies. 


8. qgat:—An inference has been already described as 
the application cf a general truth toa 
Pukshatd. particular instance.’ When we infer that 
Socrates is mortal, we simply realize in 
Socrates that property of morlauiy which we already know 
generilly as being invariably associated with humanity. 
‘This particular instance is called qaand may be an in- 
dividual, a substance, a place or any other thing, of which 
an inferrible property can be predicated. पक्षता is the 
characteristic which distinguishes the पक्ष for the time 
being, from other things of the same or of different nature. 
Thus any mountain is not पक्ष, but it becomes one as soon 
as we observe smok on it, and desire to infer fire there- 
from. पक्ष is first defined as सिद्धययभाववान्‌, ‘ possessing the 
non-ascertainment of a thing,’ that is, having on it a 
thing ( साध्य) which is unascertained but which is to be 
inferred.” Why not then simply say साध्यवान पक्ष), rather 
than saying सिद्धथभाववान्‌ पक्ष; ? Because although the yar, 
a8 a mountain for instance, may have fire on it, we do sot 
know it at first. In the beginning we simply know that the 
fire is not ascertained, thatis, we know of the non-ascer- 
tainment of the «rem (Ferrara); but not ofthe साध्य itself. 
Where fire is actually porceived its existence is ascertained 
and there is no knowledge of non-ascertainment, and conse- 
quently no qarar- But suppose we desire to infer fire from 
smoke even though we know of its existence from another 
source. There is no सिद्धथभाव here, but the inference would 
be still valid. In a परार्थानुमान again the साध्य is already 
previously ascertained by the speaker; and so if पक्षता were 
simply defined as gama all such inferences would be 
excluded. The ascertainment ( सिद्धि ) therefore, the 
absence of which constitutes पक्षता, is qualified as being that 
which is accompanied by सिषाधायिषाविरह ‘absence of any 
desire to infer.’ The compound सिषाध-भावः is to be dissolved 
as सिषाधयिषाविरहसहळता या सिद्धिः तस्या अमावः, and not “aged यः 
सिद्धधभावः; that is, for पक्षता there is required not only an 
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absence of सिद्धि, but also an absence of सिषाधायेषाबरेह, ०7 
rather the absence of a Arg which is सिषाथायिषाबिरहसहकङत. In 
a परार्थानुमान or in the case above mentioned where fire 
thongh actually perceived is sought to be proved by infer- 
ence, although there is the सिद्धि, it is not accompanied by 
सिषाधयिषाविरह $ and consequently there is still au अभाव of 
such a सिद्धि as is सिषाधयिषाविरहसहछतः This latter अभाव 
results from the non-existence of either of its constituents 
(nz. सिषाधयिषाबिरिह or सिद्धि ), and exists both where there 
is no सिद्धि as in an ordinary agata, and also where there 
is fare but there is no सिषाधयिषावरह, 7. e. where there is 
सिषाधरयिषा, Of the two conditions therefore mentioned above, 
namely, non-useertaniment of साध्य and a desire to infer, 
either may snifice to constitute qarari, In a संशयोत्तरप्रत्यक्ष 
there is no such पक्षता, because the may and his करादि being 
percoived simultaneously thoro is no साध्य left to be ascer- 
tained and also no desiro to infor it." The above definition 
of qatar which is taken by Annamnbhatia from  Tatica-Chin- 
timani of Ganges is the most common one; but it is open ~ 
io an objection. When a man in the interior of the house 
hears a loud noise in the sky, he at once concludes it to be 
thunder, This is undoubtedly an inference, but there is 70 ' 
qarar necording to the above definition, because there is no 
fagrar, the ascortainment of thunder instantly following: 
the hearing of the sound; nor is there any सिषाधयिषा on the 
part of the hearer,as there isno sufficient interval between the 
hearing and the अनुभिति for such a desire to arise. The 
"whole operation is instantancons and almost involuntary: 
Annambhatia’s definition would have the effect of excluding 
sneh inferences from the class of असुसिति. Nor can they be 
प्रत्यक्ष, because the hearer being inthe interior of the house 
never sees the clouds. Hence N, D. on Sect. 51, having 
stated the objection, remarks: प्राचीनलक्ष्ं विहाय नवीनैरनुमि- 
ant पक्षत्वासिति fu wm. This new definition of पक्षता 
adopted by the moderas in “fo „to the one accepted 


by <Annambhatia is aga pr 13: Eds ie abd a 
which Es very wide is not fikely Resear hig, 
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As regards the time-honoured definition it ig necessary to 
add a remark of S. M. सिषाधयिषाविरहकाले' याद्रशासिद्धिसच्चे- 
नावमितिस्ताहइशी सिद्धिर्विशिष्य तत्तदनुमितिप्रतिबन्धिका वक्तव्या, * that 
is, the ascertainment spoken of must be of the particular 
sort intended in the inference, so that although one might 
have ascertained fire upon a mountain from light, he should 
not be further debarred from inforring the same fire from 
smoke. In Sect. 51 further on पक्ष isdefined as संद्ग्धिसाध्यवान, 


.*a thing on which the existence of साध्य is doubted; ' but 


the definition does not differ from the one given above as 
the word साद्रि implies both the absence of fare and the 
presence of सिषाधायेषा- | 


9. पक्षधर्मता--पक्षता being thus determined, it will be com- 

l paratively easy for the student to under- 
Paksha-dharmata, stand पक्षधर्मता the knowledge of which is 
said to constitute परामर्श It is defined as 

( हेतोः ) पक्षवृत्तित्वस्‌ f or पक्षसंबंघः ( V. V.) “the residence of 
हेतु on पक्ष; ' but this does notconvey the idea accurately, 
There are many things on the mountain such as trees and 
stones, but smoke alone is called पक्षधर्म because smoke alone 
leads to the inference of fire in the particular case. There 


may be other things such as light or burnt-up ashes which 


' may equally conduce to an inference of fire; but they are ir- 


relevant in an inference from smoke, and so are not पक्ष्म. 
Again as all things on the mountain are not पक्षधर्म, so all 
smoke in the world is not also पक्षधर्म, although the whole of 
० वह्निव्याप्यः Only that particular line of smoke which is 
seen issuing from the top of the mountain ig पक्षधर्म, because 
the knowledge of that alone is affective in giving au infor- 
ence of fire on the mountain. All our previous knowledge about 
the invariable concomitance of smoke and fire will avail 
us nothing if we do not observe a particular water 

* 8. M. Calc, ed. p. 69, 
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on the top of the mountain. This is the reason, as has 
been already pointed out, why परामर्श is defined as the 
knowledge of पक्षधर्मत्ता, and not that of हेतु merely; for it is 
not any smoke but smoke when cognized as a ef of the पक्ष 
that produces अनुमिति. Nor is it sufficient to cognize smoke 
on any mountain, but the cognition must take place on a 
mountain which is a पक्ष, that 18, which possesses the पक्षता 
as above defined. Hence पक्षधर्मता may be fully defined as 
पक्षताबच्छेदकावच्छिल्न बिंषयता which is ‘paraphrased as सिषाथ-- 
सिद्धथभावरूपा या पक्षता सस्या अवच्छेदकं यत्पर्वतत्व॑तेनावच्छिन्नो विषयो 
यस्य स धूमस्तत्ता, ‘ the smoke as conditioned by the mountain 
which determines in this case the sphere of qarar? The 
knowledge of smoke so conditioned leads to अनासीति when 
additionally qualitied by a knowledge 0f the व्याति. व्याति- 
बिशिष्टपक्षधर्मताश्ञानम्‌ cannot be dissolved, says Nilakantha, as 
व्यापिविशिष्टे या पक्षधर्मता तस्य ज्ञानस, * cognition of पक्षधसेता in 4 
smoke that 18 alroady known to be वह्निव्याप्य,’ This would 
accord with Aristotle’s mothod, as has been already pointed 
out, which first states the san in the major premiss, and 
then realizos it in the thing denoted by the minor term;"but 
such a dissolution, says Nilakantha, would exclude an 
inference of the इ्यतिरोकि kiud which is always based on a 
contrary negativo concomitance, and in which the पक्षधर्मता 
belongs not to the thing which is व्याप्िविशिश्ठ but to it 
contradictory. The compound therefore must be taken as a 
कर्मधारय, being dissolved व्यातिविश्चिष्टं च तत्पक्ष धर्मताज्ञानं spEnow- 
ledge of पक्षघर्मता as qualified by the ( knowledge of) व्याति.’ 
Mere knowledge of पक्षधर्मता is obtained by perception when 
one sees the line of smoke on the mountain-top, but it alone 
does not produce अनुमिते. It becomes परामर्श when combined 
with a knowledge of व्याति ५९ व्याप्तिस्मरण. Hence tho remark 
of T. D. व्याप्तिविषयक्क यत्पक्षधर्मताश्ञानम, Technically expressed 
sqm is not a बिहिषण of पक्षधर्म (smoke ), but a mere of the 
पक्षधर्मतताशान) it isa property ofthe perceptive knowledge of 
smoke on the mountain, and not a quality of the smoke 
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itself. The reason is obvious. व्यात्ति18 a subjective conception, ' 
not a material quality residing in an external object sucb as 
smoke. म itself cannot therefore be sartafafare, but धूमज्ञान 
can be व्याष्त्यवार्छिन्रपकारतानिरूपित- Hence the complete definition 
of परामझी iS व्याप्थ्यवाच्छिन्नप्रकारतानिरूपित -पक्षताबच्छेदकावच्छिक्ष- 
विशेष्यताशाली निश्चयः (Nil). This परामर्श is illustrated in the 
cognition बह्विव्याप्य्चमवान्‌ पर्वतः, Which always precedes the 
अलुमिति “पर्वतो वह्निमान्‌” 


10. Thereis no English word which can convey the 
exact notion of प्राम. Ballantyne trans- 
eee equivd- ‘lates it by ‘logical antecedent’ but the 
rendering is not appropriate. The expres- 
sion ‘logical datum’ is also not very happy as it implies- 
that परामर्श is an assumption made to serve a logical purpose 
and is nota necessary step in every natural process of thinkin 
The word परामर्श etymologically means consideration, but the 
latter word does not convey the full idea of परामर्श as used 
by the Naiyáyikas. It is however issued by Roer and Max- 
Müller, and 1 have adopted it for want of a botter one. For 
अनामीति I have adopted the term Judgmené on the authority 
of Whately," while its instrument the अनुमान is denoted by 
Inference. व्यापि is ‘invariable concomitance’, and not 
‘pervading inherence’ as Roer renders it, becanse it is nol 
an inhering attribute of a material object, but s relation of 
the notions of two things. There is a dittcnlty about the 
proper rendering of yar. It is not correct to translate wer 
by ‘minor term’, as Roer and others probably misled by 
notions of Aristotelian logie, have done. * Minor tern’ 
would be a proper equivalent for पक्षबाचक greg, und not for 
पक्ष itself.» The rendering of पक्ष by * subject is perhaps 
better, a8 पक्ष like Aristotle’s minor term is the subject: 
in the conclusion, but it also is liable to misapprehension, ` 
६ have therefore contented myself with the ordinary word 
‘ place ° to express the idea of पक्ष, For the sume reason itis . 
misleading, though not positively incorrect to translate te by 
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‘middle term,’ as some havedone. हेतु or rather हेतुवाक्य, 
asa part of the five-membered syllogism, can best be render- 
ed by ‘reason,’ and corresponds to minor premiss, whilo 
fae can be translated by ‘sign.’ Terms of the formal syl- 
logism ought not to he indiscriminately applied to things 
which form part of the previous process of thinking. The 
same caution is required in applying other terms derived 
from Ruropeau logie to their Sanskrit counterparts. 


11, sqm Dhe word san is perhaps the most difficult 
us it is also the most important term 

Vyapti. ocourring In connection with the subject of 
inference. safe has been translated as 

invariabile concomtance 5 and the author defines it in the text 
as साहखर्यनियमः nvarlubility of concomitance) which means 
the samo, But what doos concomitance mean, and what 
doos its invariability signity The illustration (अभिनय ) of 
व्यापि, * Wherever there in smoke there is fire, " gives uo 
doubt some idea of this invariable concomitance, but it 
does not furnish us with a sure test as to how sqmg is to 
be found out and under what conditions itis valid. We 
must therefore turther aualyzo the two notions involved in 
a sare, viz. that of साहचर्य * co-existence ’ or ‘ concomi- 
tance, ° and that of * universality ' or rather the ‘ invari- 
ability ° of this साहचर्य. साहचर्य is the सामानाधिकरण्य, co- 
ox;stence in one and ile same place, of हेतु and साध्य; and 
when this coexistence of one thing with unotheris observed 
wherever the other thiug exists, the साहचर्य is called नियत 
( नियमन werd ) or invariable, and the thing so found co- 
existing is said to be व्यापक of the other thing. Thus fire is 
always iound whore smoke exists, and is therefore व्यापक of 
ya ; while as smoke is not always observed along with fire 
as in a red-hot iron-ball, smoke is not the'eqppg of ay. 
There is no doubt a sang between fire and smoke, -but the 
व्या is of fre on smoke, and not vice versa; for fire, besides 
existing in all places oeoupiod by smoke, exists in others 
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where there is no smoke, and is thus more extensive. The 
त्याति therefore nut only means co-existence or concomitance, 
hut also involves the idea of a greater extent. A द्यापक is 
generally greater in extent than the agreg, though not neces- 
sarily so ; for in the exceptional case where both may be 
co-extensive, both are व्यापक and व्याप्य of each other. To 
cover this exceptional case Naydyikas define. व्याप्ति simply 
as invariable co-existence, which is of course found both 
when the साध्य is greater than or equal in extent to 
the साधन. 


12. The words ewlieni and extensio are ambiguous as 
they are likely Lo be misunderstood in the sense of volume 
such as bulk or quantity or area. Thus a field of 20 acres 
would be said to be more extensive than another of 10 
acres as it would include the latter and would still leave 
some of its parts unoccupied ; but it is not दयाप्रक in the 
senge in which the term is used iu JVydys. This will be 
clear by another example. Of the two sums of 100 and 
50 rupees respectively, the larger obvionsly includes the 
smaller, but a Natydyika would call the smaller sum the 
व्यापक of the larger, because it is found ina greater number 
of places than the other. ‘lhe number fifty exists whorever 
there is the hundred, and in many other places besides, 
¢. g. where there are numbers between fifty and hundred. If, 
for instance, we bring together twenty people having salarios 
above fitty, of whom only five get hundred rupees or 
more, the sum of hundred occurs in five instances only, 
while that of fifty is found in twenty. Fifty invariably co- 
exists with hundred, but not tice versa; and hence the Naz- 
yáyikas would say that fifty is the व्यापक संख्या and hundred 
the व्याप्य संख्या, Any inference from hundred as a tg to fifty 
as a साध्य, such as A has fifty cows because he was seen with 


a hundred, would therefore be valid, so far as ewm is 
concerned, Of course these being immediate inferences, 
they may. not perhaps be called deductions proper, but 
the व्यापि is true all the same. serprper therefore, 
though primarily involving the ideas of extension 
and inclusion, is often the opposite of them; for it is not 
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the bigness of the thing itself, but the number of instances 
in which it is found that makes it व्यापक. Hence व्याति is 
defined in terms of co-existence or concomitance, and not as 
extension or pervasion. 


13. Wxeept in the rare caso whore हेतु and साध्य are co- 
extensive, cafe is a unilateral relation between them; that 
is, if any two things are taken, one of them is at once deter- 
mined to be the व्यापक of the other, and their ब्याप्यव्यापकभाव 
does not vary so long as the two things are taken in the 
same sense and with the same qualifications. "The साहचर्य- 
नियम is therefore the invariable co-existence of व्यापक with 
the sqreq and not vice versa; and as in a valid inference, the 
साध्य must always be the व्यापक of हेतु, that is, must be more 
extensive than or at least co-oxtensive with the हेतु, / 6100 
definition of san@in T. S. must obviously be taken ina 
limited sense, This limitation is fully brought out in the 
enlarged definition of व्याप्ति given by T. D., हेतुसमानाधिकरणा- 
त्यंताभावाप्रातियोगिसाध्यसामानाधिकरण्यम, which is explained by 
Nilakantha thus: घह्िमान्‌ धमादित्यादौ (सद्धेतौ) एमसमानाषिकरणो 
योऽत्यन्ताभावः ( घटात्यन्ताभावः) तदभातियोगी' (atk: ), तत्सामानायि- 
करण्य waste, इति wer लक्षणसमन्षयः। The सामानाधिकरण्य, uc- 
cording to this definition, is ofthe साध्य on the हेतु, 7. e. of 
the syre on the sqrey. -But how do we know that the साध्य 
is the surge ? To clear this doubt a qualification is added 
to the साध्य, that it must be *u thing which is not a counter- 
entity ( ध्रातिभोगी ) of any absolute negation ( 7. e. an absolute 
negation of anything) eo-existing with the gg.’ Smoke for 
instance can co-exist with the अत्यन्ताभाव of घट, or qe, or iu 
fact of every thing that is not necessarily associated with 
it; and ‘hence those things are counter-eutities of gg^— भाव, 
while fire is not so, becange there can be no smoke in the 
absence of fire. The expression सभानाधिकरणात्यत्ताभावाप्रति- 
योगे is nothing but a paraphrase of the word नियम which 
occurs in T, S., for the invariable presence of a thing is 
the same as the absence of its co-existent negation. Oom- 
mentators however are not satisfied even with this circum- 
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locution, for there is still a doubt as io whether the हेतु 
aud साध्य are all things denoted by the words or ouly in- 
dividual things referred to on particular occasious; or in 
other words, whether the smoke said to be वह्निव्याप्य is 
smoke in general, or the particular water observed on the 
mountain. That the former meaning is to be taken is made 
clear by the insertion of the word amga; and the definion 


is thus enlarged: हेतुसमानाधिकरणात्यंताभावप्रातियोगितानवच्छेदक- 
साध्यतावच्छेदकावच्छिन्न — साध्यसमानाधिकरणदत्ते — इेतुतावच्छेद्कत्वम्‌ 
(Nil.). snf is thus a चर्म of हेतु (हेतुतावच्छेदक ), residing 
(दाति) in a thing co-existent with a साध्य that is distingnish- 
ed ( अवाच्छिन्न ) by an अवच्छेदकधर्म ( बह्धित्व ) which characterizes 
the साध्य ( ४. e. resides in the साध्य ), but does not pertain tò 
à प्रतियोगि ( प्रतियोगितानवच्छेदक ) of any of the ( countless) ab- 
golute negations coéxisting with हेतु (धूम). This frightful 
periphrases is intended to signify nothing more than that 
‘the व्याप्यव्यापकभाव lies between the generalities of fire and 
smoke and not between the individual बान्हि and wer; that is, 
fire is the व्यापक of smoke as fire in general, and not as a 
particular fire in the kitchen or the hearth. 


14. Before adverting to the question how this चयि is 

| _ known, it may be useful to consider a few 

Hone of Fy ie definitions of वय, given by other writers, 
: d in order to further elucidate the Naivdytka 
notion ofsqrm, as well as to indicate briefly the general 
character and drift of the endless controversies carried on 
about it. There is in fact no other single topic in the Nydya 
philosophy, which has evoked such on amount of subtle 
hair-splitting from scholastic dispuntants, as the definition 
ofsquü. Whole works have been written for the purpose 
of settling a correct definition, and every writer of some 
pretensions has endeavoured to start a separate sohool ad- 
vocating a particular definition. JVsnandtha gives two 
definitions of safe, of which he prefers (he second.. He 
first’ defines mA as साध्यवदन्यस्मिन्नसंबंध: ‘absence of the 
हेतु on any thing except the one having साध्य- But this 
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definition is agre as it does not apply in a फेबलान्पाये अनुमान, 
such as हद «red ज्ञेयत्वात्‌, where बाच्यत्व and ज्ञेयत्व being pro- 
perties of all knowable things, there is uo object that can 
be called साध्यवदन्य, and honee व्यापि in such cases cannot be 
known, Couseqnontly this definition of the ancients is 
abandoned by modern writers. The other definition of 
Visrandiha is द्ेतुमान्निष्ठविरहाप्रतियोगिसाध्येकाधिकरण्यम * which 
is identical with the one given by T. D., हेतुमानेघविरह cor- 
responding to हेतुसमानाधिकरणात्यंताभाव. Here also, as in 
T. D’s définition, the साध्यधर्म is to be understood as sre 
` योगितानवच्छेदक and साध्यतावच्छेदकः † Again the सासानाधिकरण्य 
is to be by the same संबंध suchas either wears or संयोग. 
Otherwise fire not residing in the parts of smoke by intimate 
union will not be समानाधिकरण with it. Now, an objector 
may’ ask, will uot tho definition be’ inapplicable to an 
inference like अयं कपिसंयोगी एतङृक्षत्बात्‌ | where संयोग being 
an अंव्याप्यक्षत्ति राण, both it aud its अभाव are समानापिकरण with 
the gaze of the tree ? The answor is no, because it isa rule 
that अभाष and its प्रतियोगी are never wen ere. In this way 
rival dispatants go on starting and answering objections, 
most of which are technical and searcély add to the know- 
ledge of the student. 


h 
15 sqm is divided into two sorts, अन्ययव्याप्ति and व्यतिरेक- 
emma, of which the first again is of two 
Kinds of Vydptt. ki nds, ginere and सिद्धान्तसिद्धव्याप्ति t 
| अन्बयव्याति is the one already explained, 
where साध्य has नियतसाहचर्य with tq. Its two sub-divisions gg- 
the पक्षष्यात्ति and सिद्धान्तासिद्धन्याति 8007 to be invented chiefly 
for dialectical purposes, und are of no scientific value. Hach 


of these classes comprises n number of definitions arranged 
ona system of gradation, tho simpler preceding the more 
difficult. Of those the सिद्ान्तासिङ्व्याति5 are comparatively 
few and giniplé; but the other class comprises those on 


» 


PII TIS Pe A S ne ou earn ot aes apre AE parole orat deii ककय Oh Vit. 


* P. B. 88. i 
4 Bee p. 85 1, 4 and the preceding Note 18 on p, 448. Supra, 
T B. P. 141-8. 
93 - 


+ 
4 


& 


250 Tarka-Sangraha. [ SROT. XLIV. 


which Indian schoolmen like Raghundtha and Gadédhara 
have exhausted their whole dialectical ingenuity. The class 
of पूर्वपक्ष-यात्रि5 comprisesin all twenty one definitions, of which 
five form one group called पश्चलक्षणी, fourteen another group 
called चतुर्दशलपक्षणी, and the lasttwo are independent, having 
the quaint names सिंहलक्षण' and व्याघ्रलक्षण respectively. The 
five definitions in पश्चलक्षणी together with the last two being, 
like the first of Visvandtha noticed above, based on the भेद 
or अभाव of साध्य do not apply to केवलान्वाये inferences, and 
are accepted only by the school of Gangesa. The fourteen 
definitions comprising चतुर्दशलक्षणी are applicable to all the 
three kinds of inferences, as they are based onthe doctrine 
that things might be as well defined by properties they do 
not possess as by those they do. The doctrine was first 
enuncinted by Saundadopddhydya, and is techuically known 
as व्यधिकरणप्रुम वाच्छिन्ना भाव These details are quite sufficient 
to frighten away an ordinary student from the tangled web 
of dialectic subtility, named eqmígara, that has been woven 
round the broad and quite intelligible rule, नियतसाहचर्य 
व्यातिः. Annambhatta has wisely keptclearofallthis mass of 
superflnous refinement by contenting himself with a simple 
definition suited to a manual for beginners. 


16, The other kind of व्याति is व्यातिरेकव्याति and is the con- 
verse of the अन्वयव्याति- व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति 15 ex- 

E. no plained by 8. C. as व्यतिरेकः साध्याभावहेत्ष- 
४४५००७४. भावयोः साहचर्यम्‌ तत्पयोज्या ( व्यतिरेकेण ) व्याप्तिः. 
* Every अन्वयव्यात्ति has a व्यतिरेकव्याति corres- 

ponding to it, because if व्याप्यव्यापकभाव exists between हेतु and 


«ure, it must also exist between their negations taken in the in- 
verse order. Thus ifthe propositions यच yntaa aa aig: is true, 
its converse यत्र qa वन्द्यभावस्तत्र तत्र धमाभावः Must also be true. The 
difference between the two is that while in sre व्यापि) साध्य is 
व्यापक and हेतु व्याप्य, ina ऽयतिरेकव्याति the हेत्वभाव becomes इयापक) 
and साध्याभाव becomes syrer. In other words the premise stands 
as if we are actually inferring yarara, from qegramr. It is clear 
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therefore that the same proposition यत्र बन्ह्यभावस्तवधमाभावः 
would be ब्यततिरिकव्याप्ति i! the resulting अनुप्तिति is पर्वतो afzara, 
aud would be au अन्वयव्याप्ति il the asa is quadr धूमाभाववान्‌, 
the हेतु in the latter case being qarara. Udayana accordiug- 
ly delines ब्यतिरिकव्याति as साध्याभावःष्यापकीभूताभावषतियोंगित्वम , 
Which | Viseaudtha pots iu simple language “ साध्यासावव्यापकत्त . 
हेत्वभाषस्य यद्भवेत्‌ There is much difference of opinion about 
व्यतिरिकव्याति, which will be noticed when we come to the 
व्यतिरेकि अनुमान; but it may be remarked here that according 
to many Indian scholastics, and according to Buropean 
logicians generally, व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति 18 not a different san® but a 
11676 restatement of the अन्बय obtained by a sort of conver- 
sion of the major premise. The process however is not 
simple conversion, but corresponds to what Prof. Bain calls 
Obverted Conversion or Contraposition. The predicate ina 
Universal Affirmative proposition beiüg always more ex- 
tousive than the subject, it requires to be either limited or 
obvertad when the proposition is converted. Hence the con- 
version of an A proposition always requires two processes 
first Obversion und then Conversion. Odversion is the denial 
of the predicate, while Conversion is the transposition of the 
subject and the predicate. ‘Thus to give Prof. Baiu's own 
example of the Qdvertive Conversion of an A proposition, 

All & is Y 
gives by Obversion 

No X is not-Y 
which by simple Conversion ( of E) is 

No not-Y is X. 

Or, 
All men are mortal; 
by Ob. No men are immortal; 
by Conv.zz No immortals are men. 
Now let us put the JVyáya stock instance into the 

generalform All X is Y, and we shall see how the same 
process gives us its व्यतिरेकव्यातिः—- 
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यो यो उमवान स स afaara=All smoking things are fiery; 
By 060. वयो यो धूमवान्‌ 

ससन वन्ह्यमाववान्‌ = No smoking things are non-fiery; 
By Conv.=ay यो वन्हाभाववान्‌ 

ससन उम्रवान 0 
यो यो वन्ह्ाभाववान्‌ स धमाभाववान 

It will be thus seen that sयतिरेकव्याति is only a repeti- 
tion of the अन्बयव्याति in another form of language, and con- 
sequently no change is made in the nature of the proof or in 
the अद्वमिति by its substitution for the अन्बयव्यात्ति, Sometimes 
and especially ina agera iuferenec where अन्वयव्याते 
cannot be had it is very useful, and hence it has been re- 
cognized as a distinct species. 


SEcT. XLV. स्वार्थ परार्थे च 
Inference is of two kinds:—~ One's Own and Another's. 
UF these One’s Own is the source of ONCS own inference. 
Since a man having himself ascertained by frequent observation 
the generalization, wherever there is smoke thereis fio us 
ina kitchen, approaches a mountain, and suspecting fire 
thereon and seeing smoke ou the mountain, remembers 
the generalization, wherever there ıs smoke there is fire. 
Then the knowledge E roduced that the mountain has smoke 
accompanied by fire. This is called Consideration. Thence 
arises the inference viz. the knowledge that mouniain rs fiery. 
This is One's Own inference. When, however, after inferring 
fire from smoke oneself, a five-membered syllogism १४ employed to 
enlighten another person, it is Another's inference: e. y. Mountain 
ts fiery, because it smokes; whatever smokes is fiery, as a hitehen; 
thes 18 80; hence this is fiery. By this means even another man 

apprehends fire from a sign (80) propounded. 
1. The division of अनुमान into स्वार्थ and पराथ, though not 
found in the aphorisms of Gotan or Kand- 
E bara ad Ue. dais considerably old, being first mention- 
other. | ed in Prasastapdde’s scholium.  Ety- 
mologically स्वार्थ and परार्थ respectively mean what is intend- 
ed for oneself and what is foranother ( स्वस्थ qvem wr अर्थः प्रयो” 
जनं यस्मात्‌ तत्‌ ); but they can- be better named informal and 
formal, Qr primary and secondary respectively. स्वार्थानुमान 
is useful for removing one's own doubt, while परार्थायुमान' is 
employed when a conviction is sought to be produced in 
the mind of another. पार्थादुमान therefore presupposes 


=No non-tiery things are 
smoking. 
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and is based upon a स्वार्थातुमान, for one man cannot con- 
vince another without bemg first convinced himself. 
The distinction between the two is founded on the 
presumption that as in a स्वार्थानुमान we deal with pre- 
mises immediately known to us and derived from our own 
experience, we do not reyuire them to be stated with exact 
formality, while in a azgrafama, the premises which are 
discovered by ouc man and imparted to another through 
the medium of language are liable to be misunderstood 
or misconstrued, and therefore require to be stated with 
precision. The speaker cannot express himself fully and 
clearly, or the hearer may be incapable of comprehending 
his moaning, or he may be misled by his own pre-conceived 
notions, or the words used may be ambiguous or incorrect, 
too general or too narrow in 80080. There is in fact a greater 
likel?hood of what we call fallacies of language being commit- 
ted and other fallacies being disguised in a परार्थ than ina 
स्वार्थ अनुमान) aud hence the condition is laid down in the 
former that oach proposition must be stated in a prescribed 
form. Thu etymological sense of the two words has therefore 
merged into the later and more intelligible distinction 
botween the two kinds of inference, namely, that परार्थासुमान 
is syllogistic or formal, and स्वार्थ is the opposite of it. N. B. 
defines them as न्यायप्रयोज्य and न्यायाप्रयोज्ये respectively, 
meaning that. न्याय or syllogism is essential to a परार्थं but not 
to a स्वार्थ mper Similarly Dharmotiardcharya, the 
commentator on Vydya~Binds, remarks पराथानुमानं शब्दात्मर्क | 
स्थार्थानुमानं तु ज्ञानात्मकमेव |" 270४८४८०५०८ also says पश्वाबेयबेन 
वाक्येन स्वनिश्वितार्थप्रतिपादनं परार्थानुमानम्‌ | † 

2. Of the two kinds*the term अनुमान is properly applica- 
ble to the स्वार्थ only, for it is the real करण of aga. 
Whether we take the अनामितिकरण to be fayara, व्याप्तिज्ञान 07 
परामर्दज्ञान, itis undoubtedly ज्ञानात्मक as the स्वार्थ is, while 
परार्थ being शब्दात्मक should naturally fall under इाब्दुप्रमाण- But 
परार्थानुमान is included under अनुमान for the sake of con- 
venience. The explanation given by the author of Wydya- 
Bindu is कारणे कार्योप्यारात्‌, ‘the word agara is used in a second- 
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ary sense to denote qerep which is बचनात्मक because the बचन 
(syllogism) is the cause of conveying to the learer's mind 
(eger which is the real अनुमान. The अनुमिति in a परार्था- 
gata is the notion wddr वह्निमान्‌ generated in the hearer’y 
mind. This notion is uot conveyed to him direetly by words 
as 11 gagar, but he is made to infer it from a previous 
notion similarly conveyed by words afgsarerumara पर्वतः. 
This latter notion exactly corresponds to the परामर्श in a 
स्वार्थानलुमान, and is likewise a combination of ब्याति and qerqui- 
arata. Hence the definition of अन्ुमिति, viz. परामर्शजन्य ज्ञानम्‌ 
applies to a vicarious (परार्थ) judgment as much as to an 
original (स्वार्थ) one. The real करण of this परार्थाचुमिति is then 
the notion of परामर्श or व्याप्ति or fag as comprehended by the 
hearer; but we have ‘no knowledge of this notion except 
through the न्याय or syllogism which produced it. Hence the 
अनुमितिकरणत्व which really belongs to the notion in the mind 
of the listener 18 attributed to ifs cause the पञ्चावयववाक्य by 
a sort of लक्षणा or उपचार. Nilakantha therefore remarks:— 
यद्यपि पराथाचुमातशाब्दस्य परस्य मध्यस्थस्यार्थः प्रयोजनं साध्यानुमितिरूपं 
यस्मादितिव्युत्पकत्या परसमवेतान्ुमितिकरणलिङ्गपरामदा ऽर्थः | अतएव स्वार्था- 
तुमितिपरार्थाइमित्योलिङ्गपरामर्श एव करणमित्यायग्रिममूलमपि साध संग" 
च्छते | तथापि परार्थानुमानप्रयोजके पञ्चाबयववाक्ये परार्थानुमानशब्दस्योप- 
चारिकः प्रयोग हाते मनसिळत्य मूलमवतारयति. Nilakantha means 
that the author is not inconsistent in calling here the yar- 
बयववाक्य the परार्थाहमान, and again in stating subsequently 
that लिङ्गपरामर्श is the करण of both स्वार्थ and परार्थं अज्ञामिति, 
because the use of the word परार्थानुमान to denote the syllogism 
is only secondary. Except in this one particular, both kinds 
of inferences agree in all respects, and the same rules and 
conditions apply to both equally. The distinction between the 
two is useful fot no other purpose than to emphasize the fact 
that,though in practice the syllogistic form, ४.८. the परार्थाचुमान', 
absorbs almostall our attention owing to its being subject to 
rules of logic, the mental process called स्वार्थानुमान, whether 
original o? induced by wordsin the hoarer’s mind, constitutes 
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the real inferential operation. Practically every mental 
operation can he elothed in words, while on the other 
hand every syllogism presupposes a mental inference; so 
both are one, or rather they form two parts of the same 
process of inference. Consequently Aristotle takes account 
of syllogism only, ignoring the स्वाथानामिति altogether, and 
the Naiyiykas also have done the same. Prof. Max 
Muller is therefore totally wrong when he remarks:— 
* What is called by Annambhatta the conclusion for one- 
self, corresponds £o&dem verdis with the first form of 
Aristotle’s syllogism. Whatis called the conclusion for 
others seems more irregular on account of 108 five members, 
and of the additioual instances which seem to vitiate the 
‘syllogism. " * It appears that Prof. Max Muller like many 
other Western scholars failed to andeystand the real signi- 
ficance of the division of स्वार्थ and परार्थ. 


3. Annandhadien gives à eireumstantial and fairly accurate 
description of the process hy which we first infer fire on 
a smoking mountain, and then commnuicate our knowledge 
to another in the same order. We first observe smoke on 
the mountain, then suspect that there is fire, and then ro- 
member the erg: at last joining this व्याप्तिस्सरण with the 
पक्षधर्मताज्ञाच got by actual perception, we obtain the complex 
परामर्श denoted by वाह्निव्याप्यधसवान्‌ पर्वतः, This परामर्श is 
variously called लिल्लपरामर्श or तृतीयलिङ्गपरामर्श N. C. oxplains 
the former term as व्याप्तिबलेन लीनमर्थे गमयतीति लिङग तञ्च ouwnne- 
स्तस्य परामर्शो शञानाविहेषः ‘knowledge of fae in the peculiar 
form defined as a qerrar.’ Tt isalso called तृतीयालिक्ृपरामर्पा 
because it ig the last of the three cognitions of smoke that 
aro requisite for the inference of fire. The first cognition 
is the knowledge of smoke as associated with fire in the 
kitchen room ( महानसादी ); the second is the perceptive 
knowledge of smoke on the mountain; and the third -is 
the complex and derived knowledge of the same smoke ag 
invarinbly concomitant with fire, t This yeraz? necessarily 
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gives birth to स्वार्थादामितिः When this process is put in the 
form of a syllogism for the edification of another it be~ 
comes a परार्थाचुमान' 


4. There are however other classifications of sara which 
are based on real distinctions. Gotama 

५ Sr duisions divides agara into three kinds:—gfaq, 
शेषवत्‌ and सामान्यतो gv." This division 

appears to be the most ancient as wellas the most generally 
accepted. पूर्ववत is पूर्वे कारणं तद्वत्‌ › कारणलिङ्गकमित्यर्थः ‘reason- 
ing from cause to effect,’ asan inference from the appearance 
of thick clouds that a shower of rain will ensue, because 
clouds are known to cause rain. शेषवत is शेषः कार्य aga, 
कार्यलिङ्गकं यथा afg रष्ट्यनुमानस , an inference ofa past 
shower of rain from the overflow of the river, hecause.the 
latter is known to be the effect of the former 'सामान्यतो ee 
comprises all other inferences that are neither from cause 
to effect nor from effect to cause. Vatsydyana adds another 
interpretation of the words, according to which the distinc- 
tive marks of the three varieties differ slightly. Accord- 
ing to this second iuterpretation,t पूर्ववत्‌ is an inference from 
a precedent, ८. e., an inference of one from the other of 
two things that were formerly observed to be closely asso- 
ciated together. The ordinary inference of fire on the 
mountain from smoke, and in fact all deductions proper are 
of this kind. @ryaq is the inference by elimination, i. e. 
the determination of an object to be something because it 
is not any other thing, just as sound is proved to be a 
quality because though a product it is neither substance 
nor action. सामान्यतो gg is the deduction of the nator of 
an invisible thing from a general law previously known, such 
as the law of causality. Soul for instance is invisihle, 
but its existence is proved by the necessity that बुद्धि and 
other qualities must reside in a substance according to the 
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general law that every qnality must have a substratum. 
सामान्यतो zw is thins in one seuse opposed to qag, the latter, 
us Véehaspati remarks. beine दृष्टस्वलक्षणसामान्याविषय, while 
the former is अह्स्थलक्षणसामान्यापि पय . * पूर्ववत्‌ is the inference 
of an object whose peenliar property ( eaaeo), which is also 
the common characteristic (सामान्य) of its class sneh as the 
वह्लेत्व of af, is previously observed (zw), while the स्वलक्षण 
of an invisible object inferred by सामान्यतो ee is never 
perceived. Vdehaspat classes these two kinds under one 
head, बीतानुमान, that is, an inference through an affirmative 
generalization (seem) while शेषबत differs from them 
both in being based on a negative generalization (व्यतिरेकव्यात्ति). 


5. Another division ot अनुमान is into three kinds केवळा- 
न्वाये,शवलव्यतिरेकि ४७५ ereqaeqieui, the wndamentum divisionis 
being the affirmative or negative character of the wg or 
rather of tho spf Lene nt derived from an अन्वये wq or 
a व्यतिरेकि हेठु (010 is केबलान्वायि or केवलव्यतिरेकि, while one 
to which both kinds of हेतु are applicable is ww or 
अन्ययव्यंतिरेक्रि, The difference between this classification 
and the former one js that while the furmer is based 
partly on the nature of the conclusion or अचुमिति, and 
partly on the mode of reasoning employed, the latter is 
entirely based ou the character of the करण or Eg. The 
distinetion of अन्बय' und व्यतिरेक pertains to the हेतु alone, and 
not to the resulting jedyment which is the saine whether 
derived from an अन्चयि orn ब्यतिरकि हेतु, “(//८॥१०/१/८ळ therefore 
very properly tronts this last classification as n division of 
fy aud not that of agara. t The first classification also 
soems to have rather gone out of fashion with the modern 
school of Nadydyikas, owing probably to its vagueness and 
want of a common principle of division. The distinction 
between स्वार्थ and परार्थ iuferenees was probably invented by 
the Vaiseshikas. 
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सामान्यतो gw, the difference between the two being that, in 
mw the inferred thing is exactly of the same kind us its 
prototype, as when we infer a cow from our previous kuow- 
ledge of cows having dew-laps, while1n सामान्यतो ees property 
is inferred in a thing from its observation in a quite different 
kind of thing, as causility is inferred in dead matter because 
itis observed in animals." There is probably a confusion 
of ideas here, for the illustration of gw is more like a case 
of साविकल्पप्रत्यक्ष or a mere स्मरण than an inference proper, 
while the example of the second is only a particular 
application of the general method of inference as described 
above. 


7. Having noticed the different kinds of अनुमान mentioned 
dnd by Sanskrit writers, it will be usefu| to 
Ni Aie, the compare these classifications with those 
of Aristotle and the modern European 
logicians. The most obvious defect in the Nydyu system and 
one that has been chiefly dwelt upon by its European critics 
is tle non-recognition of anything corresponding to what 
we now call inductive reasoning. Tho same objection formed 
the gist of Lord Bacon's indictment against Aristotle and 
the logic of medimval schoolmen ; but a closer study of 
. Aristotle’s work has now shown that he did not actually 
ignore induction but attached less importance to it than 
we are prone to donow. The samething is true of the Nydya 
system. Like Aristotle, Naiydyikas were aware of the 
inductive method, but considered it as subservient to the 
purposes of deduction which was the agera proper. [very 
deduction is based ona generalization, and this generalization 
is obtained by an accumulation of particular instances by a 
process known as induction. “A Naiydyika would theretore 
value induction only as a means for discovering san@ which 
is necessary for a proper अनुमान, How then is this Induction 
treated of in the Nydya system ? To getan answer to this 
question we must consider the Naiydyika doctrine as to how 
à song is obtained. 
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8. It will be remembered that sf was defined as Roa- 
साहचर्य of हेतु and साध्यः and the exact 
Vyáph. meaning of this phrase was also explain- 
ed. But how are we to make ourselves 
sure of this नियतसाहचर्य ? What is in fact the means of arriv- 
ing at, and the test of determining this invariability of 
coucomitance ?  Annamóhetta supplies the answer to this 
question in Sec. 45. In describing स्वार्थानुमात he says that 
व्याप्ति is obtained by repeated observation of the association 
of fire with smoke, or in other words by the accumulation 
of numerous instances in which this association is found. 
But this would certainly not suffice to give us a valid eqríg. 
Observation of a fact, repeated howsoever 01060, is no 
guarantee against the possibility of the existence of a 
contrary fact. We may observe the association of fire and 
smoke in ninty nine cases, but we cannot from thence 
conclude that it must exist in the hundredth case also. It 
is impossible for one man to examine all the cases ofa 
particular nature, and our widest generalizations are there- 
fore based on a limited number of instances. Lhe possibi- 
lity of a contrary fact, therefore, still remains, and the ang 
remains at best a doubtful hypothesis. To prevent this 
व्याभियार; T. D. adds that the knowledge of साहचर्य produces 
कयापि not by itself, but when combined with the absence of 
the knowledge of व्यभिचार ( contradiction). The fara of 
साहखर्य which constitutes याते is therefore defined as ersrfar- 
afaa, ‘absence of any contradiction ;’ that is,*in order to 
know क्या not only is it necessary to observe the associa- 
tion of fire and smoke in numerous instances, but there 
roust not also be a single instance in which smoke is fonnd 
dissociated from fire. साहइचर्यज्ञान and व्यभिचारक्षानाबिरह are 
therefore the two causes of the knowledge of eqn®, and as 
such correspond to the Method ofagreement and the Method 
of difference that are employed in Induction.\ These two 
are not however collateral or independent causes of ध्याप्ति, 
but the latter is subservient to the first, and both constitute 
one joint cause. The process therefore closely resembles 
Mill's Joint Method of agreement and difference.” 
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9. Now व्यभिचारज्ञान may be the certainty of a contrary 
fact or a mere suspicion, because both are 
equally effective in destroying the certainty 
07 am. Again the व्यमिचारनिश्वय may be 
well-crounded or ill-grounded ; it the former, it 1s true, and 
the च्या is invalid. If it is ill-grounded, or if there is only a 
suspicion of व्याभिचार, it can be dispelled either by reason- 
ing or by a sort of intuitive knowledge. Instances of the 
latter are what we call necessary truths, such as the axioms 
of Geometry which are self-evident und require no proof. 
When they are not so they can be proved to be true by the 
reducto ad absurdum method of reasoning which is called 
तर्क in Nyåya.* Take for example the sug यत्र धूमस्तत्र वाह्नैः. 
If this is not true, its contradictory, cz. that smoke is 
sometimes not accompanied by fire, must be true. Then 
in those cases where smoke is found without fire, it must 
have for its cause something else. Hence fire is not the 
invariable antecedent of smoke and it cannot therefore be 
its cause, which isinconsistent with our knowledge that 
fire is the cause of smoke. The conclusion heing thus absurd, 
the assumption from which it was derived must be wrong; 
and its contradictory, namely the इति, must be right., In 
this way by means of an assumed hypothesis (तर्क), which 
when carried to its legitimate conclusion leads to कार्य- 
कारणभडुः of fire and smoke, we prove the invariable conco- 
mitance of those two things. The reducto ad absurdum 
reasoning consists in taking for granted an hypothesis 
exactly opposite to the proposition to be proved and then 
drawing from it a conclusion which is evidently false, and 
the falsity of which vitiates the hypothesis and thus proves 
its contradictory. “In this way ध्याप्ति 100 may be said to be 
indirectly obtained by amara. In the particular instance 
of fire and smoke, we can indeed derive the generalization 
of their invariable concomitance from a still wider generali- 
gation, namely the law of causality, by the direct syllogi- 
stic method, thus:— 


Every effect is invariably associated with its cause; 


Contradictory 
Instances, 
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Smoke is the effect of fire; 
Smoke is invariably associited with fire. 

But this syllogism is quite duterent from the तर्क des- 
cribed above and 18 practically useless as it involves an argu- 
ment ina cwele. If smoke 1s invariably associated with 
fire, because it is the effect oi fire, how do we know that it 
is such an effect? This कार्यद्वार्णमाब of smoke and fire can 
only be deduced trom the observed invariable concomitance 
of the two, and hence the syllogism is defective as assum- 
ing a minor premise that is really derived from the conclu. 
sion. The व्याप्ति therefore must ultimately rest on the साहच से 
with its accessary व्यभिचारज्ञानाविरह- 


10. The तर्क by which ewm is obtained finds its analogy 
in Aristotle’s system where he attempts 
oo syllo- to prove that inducfion is only a variety 
of syllogism. The central idea of the 
syllogism, as defined by Aristotle, is that ofa conclusion 
following from given premises by necessary sequence,—an 
idea, by the way, which is already implied in the Naiydyika 
doctrine that परामर्श is the करण of अनुमितिः To bring induc- 
tion under syllogism ıt must be shown that the generaliza- 
tion follows as a necessary consequence from the premises, 
viz. the accumulation of particular instances. The proposi- 
tion for instance that all bile-less animals are long-lived is 
deduced from particular cases ofa horse, an ass, etc. Here 
Aristotle assumes that we have ascertained the attribute to 
belong to all the particulars, and that the inductive in- 
ference consists merely in passing from all of them to the 
class-term, animal. The passage from premises to con- 
clusion is here necessary, for to grant the premise and yet 
to deny the conclusion involves a contradiction, 7. e. the तर्क 
of Nydya. The fallacy of this reasoning evidently lies in 
the deduction per saltum from a few particulars to the whole 
class. Mr. Grote’s criticism on it is so just and so pertinent 
to our subject that the passage is worth quoting :-—- 
८ We can never ” says Grote “ observe all the particulars of 
a class, which is indefinite as to number of particulars, and definite 


262 Tarka~Sangraha. [ 8807, XLV. 


only in respect of the attributes connected by the class term. We 
can only observe some of the particulars, a greater or smaller pro- 
portion. Now it is in the transition from these ६० totality of 
particulars that the real inductive inference consists : not in the 
transition from the totality to the class-term which denotes to- 
tality and connotes its determining common attribute In fact 
the distinction between the totality of particulars and the mean- 
ing of class-term is one not commonly attended to; though ıt is 
worthy of note in an analysis of the intellectual process, and is 
therefore brought to view by Aristutle.”* 


11. This is exactly what is implied in the objection stat- 
isi ed in T. D. सकलवाद्लेशमयोरसंनिकषोत्कथं व्यात्ति- 
x yaya ® अहः. The objection shows that the Naiyd- 
yikas clearly saw the error into which 

Aristotle fell, and they tried to escape from it in a,way 
peculiar to themselves. The difficulty is two-fold. In the 
first place, there is the obvious impossibility of our observ- 
ing all the particulars denoted by the class-term (८. 9. धूम); 
and secondly, even granting that we have ascertained all the 
cases, how do we arrive at the general notion of व्याप्ति, com- 
prising those cases but certainly distinct trom them? ga- 
वाह्लिसाइचर्यं may be seen to exist in this case, and in that, 
and in a third, and so on; but how do we get the superadd- 
ed knowledge that it exists everywhere? The notion of 
everywhere is distinct from and additional to the totality 
of particular cognitions. The expedient by which this 
two-fold difficulty is avoided by the Naiydyikas is very 
characteristic, and at once distinguishes them from Aristotle, 
who regards induction as a mode of syllogism, ard also 
from modern logicians like Mill, who regard it as an inde- 


pendent method of reasoning. J. S. Mill defines Induction 
as “that operation of the mind by which we infer that what 
we know to be true in a particular case or cases will be true 
in all cases which resemble the former in certain assignable 
tespects."t Like Deduction Induction too is a process of 
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संस्कारसहछतेन साहचर्ययाहिणा प्रत्यक्षेणेव धमाग्न्यो््यात्तिरवधार्यते । e 
सिति is essentially a mediate Judgment, and cannot therefore 
include a generalization which is known immediately. Again 


this generalization has no use ofits own beyond serving as 

a basis for a further deduction. Whether they were wrong or 

right in thus excluding Induction from inference proper is a 
different question, and need not occupy ps here. 

12. Other varieties of अनुमान mentioned in a preceding note 

may also tind their equivalents in Euro- 

bg pe pean logic. पूर्ववत्‌ is deduction proper; 

and Western logic, While सामान्यतोदद is either a deduction, or 

induction in the wider sense of the term 

used by Mill, namely, iuference from several particulars, 


not toa generality, but to a distinct particular. droge 
is the process of elimination, which closely resembles 


Plato’s method of “Logical Division. Aristotle regarded 
Logwal Division as only a fragment of the syllogistic pro- 
cess; and similarly Naiydyzkas class शेषवत्त under व्यातिरोके 
अनुमान. T The three-fold division of अनुमान into अन्वयि, व्याति- 
शोके पते उभयि chiefly concerns the हेतु, and is suffici- 
ently accounted for by the obversion and conversion of 
propositions. ६ 
Sect. XLVI. qearazar: 
The fice members are: —1 Proposition, 2 Reason, ४ Examples, 
4 Application and 5 Conclusion, Mountain is fiery,—this is 
Proposition. Because it ha» smohe,—ths ıs Reason. Whatever 
smokes etc,—this is Example. This ts like 1t,—this is Appli- 
cation. Hence it is s0,—this is Conclusion. 
1. Having distinguished the परा'थानिमान from the स्वार्थ in 
: the preceding section, theauthor now goes 
1 E on to enumerate its five component parts. 
परार्थानमान is technically called a न्याय, which 
isdefined as क्रमिकप्रतिज्ञादिसछदायः «collection of the tive proposi- 
tions, प्रतिज्ञा etc. Ina regular order.’ Gangesa defines न्याय more 
accurately as अदुमितिचरमकारणलिङ्गपरासर्शपयोजकशाब्दज्ञानजनकका- 
क्यस्‌, ‘a prepositibn or a series of propositions producing the 
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verbal knowledge which gives rise to the परामर्श (2. e. in 
the hearer’s mind ) which is the last and immediate cause of 
अनुमितिः’ In dther words qra is a series of propositions that 
produce in another’s mind the same kind of पक्षधर्मताज्ञान 88 
has already been produced in the speaker's mind by his own 
mental reasoning. This fairly corresponds to Aristotle’s 
notion of syllogism which is defined **a speech (or enunciation) 
in which certain things (the premises) being supposed, 
something different from what is supposed (z.e. the conclusion,) 
follows of necessity; and this solely in virtue of the supposi- 
tions themselves."" Unlike Aristotle however who gives 
three premises to the syllogism, the Naiydyzkas make it 
consist of five parts or limbs ( amaa ), namely, Assertion 
( प्रतिज्ञा ), Reason ( हेतु ) Proposition or Example ( उदाहरण ), 
Application ( उपनय ) and Deduction or Conclusion ( निगमन ). 
Assertion is defined as साध्यनिर्देशः ‘the declaration of the 
साध्य as existing on the qar’ t or साध्यवत्तया पक्षवचनं, as T. D, 
puts it, ‘speaking of wer as possessing the साध्य- Its purpose 
isto prepare the hearer beforehand asto what thing he 
should except to be proved by the syllogism, and it istherefore 
analogous to the Problema or Questio of the older European 
logicians. After the Assertion is made, one is naturally 
tempted to ask, whence, or why, or what evidence; and their 
answer to this query is the Reason which declares the mark 
or evidence that proves the existence of साध्य on पक्ष, and 
which is generally but not necessarily in the ablative case. 
Every wordin the ablative is of course not a हेतु, as 


ior instance, in the sentence अर्यं न goga | दण्डसंयोम- 
जन्यद्रव्यत्वात्‌ । दण्डात्‌ is not a हेतु, although the word 
is in 4: uuvlative, because it does not declare the 
fem. Hereit may be remarked that the two words हेतु 
and fe, though often used indiscriminately, slightly differ 
in meaning, fe being the mark such as ya, while हेतु is the 
लिङ्गप्रतिपादकवचन ‘the sentence which declares that mark. 
The fam as expressed in the हेतुबाक्य ‘may be similar or 


* Aristotle’: Prior, Analyt, Bk. i, Ch, 1, Sec. 7, 
T G. S. I, 1, 33. 
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dissimilar to the साध्य, and thus the हेतु 18 of two kinds अन्वायि 
and व्यतिरेकि, When the Reason is given, the question would 
naturally arise why should the छ prove that साध्य, or in 
other words what connection can there be between the fire and 


the smoke which makes us infer the one from the other ? To 
satisfy this query, the third premise gereg or उदाहरण is 
employed to show the invariable concomitance of fire and 
smoke. Well, says the objector, let there be this invariable 
eoncomitance, but how is it relevant to the point before us? 
To show thisthe sqrf@isincorporated with प्रतिज्ञा' ७१0 हेतु, and 
the combination results in परामर्श which is expressed by the 
fourth sentence, Application or उपनय- The last, viz. 
Conclusion, brings together all these several elements into 
one proposition, and thus enables the hearer to comprehend 
the result at once. निगमन is defined by Gotama as the 
repetition of the प्रतिज्ञा as proved by the 3g,* and Vatsydyana 
explains it as 'निगम्यन्ते समर्थ्यन्ते सम्बध्यन्तेऽनेन प्रतिज्ञाहेतूदाहरणो- 


पनया एकत्रेति निगमनम्‌. Its purpose, says T. D., is to exclude 
the possibility of any uncertainty or contradiction as to the 


existence of साध्य. The last three will be obviously either 
positive or negative according as the हेत 18 अन्बयि or व्यतिरोके, 


2. The forms of these five premises are also settled by 
convention. First there is the Assertion 

Bios udi पर्वतो बह्लिमान, in which the पक्ष ( पर्वत ) is 
the subject, and the साध्य is spoken ofas ` 

its property. The Reason is generally in the ablative, but 
sometimes in the instrumental also. The anf or Pro- 
position has two forms; in one the साध्य and साधन whose 
eoneomitance is spoken of are used as properties of their 
common substratum, which is the subject in both the principal 
&ad.the relative sentences, as in यो यो धूमवान्‌ स WT: 
while in the other form the substratum is put in the locative 
and the xrer and साधन are expressed in the nominative, 


^ 
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asin यत्र यत्र धूमस्तत्र qa at@:. Of these the first is pre- 
ferred as agreeing with the form of other premises, 
although the second expresses the चति better and more 
naturally. The उपनयवाकय has of course the पक्ष for its sub- 
ject with the साध्यव्याप्यहेतु as its qualifying attribute, and it 
is indicated by the general formula तथा चायम, aga denot- 
ing the पक्ष and तथा its qualification. The निगमन does not 
differ in form from the प्रतिज्ञा, but that it is different in 
reality is plainly indicated by its formula तस्मात तथा, in 
which तथा denotes the sense conveyed by the प्रतिज्ञा, and 
तस्मात्‌ sums up the result of the intermediate premises. 


3. The five-membered न्याय as described above considerably 

"m differs from the tripartite syllogism of 
the  Arstotehan Aristotle, but a little consideration will 
syllojwsms com- show that the difference lies more in the 
pene form than in the essence in, which the 
two have been shown to agree remarkably. The most 
obvious distinction between the two sy llogisms is of course 
the different number of premises, being five in one and 
three in the other; and as both give equally valid conclu- 
sions, one is naturally tempted to conclude that either two 
premises in the one must be superfluous or the other must 
be defective to that extent. Asa matter of fact, neither 
alternative is true. Human mind being alike everywhere, 
it is no wonder that philosophers in the Hast and the West 
independently followed the same laws of thought and 
adopted the same process of reasoning. But though there 
is no difference in our thinking process, there is much in 
our respective modes of conveying our thoughts to others. 
Hence is it that while the essential requisites ofa valid 
inference are the same according to hoth Gotama and Ari- 
stotle, their manner of clothing those essentials in the 
form of premises varies considerably. Aristotle’s premis- 
es are nothing more than the absolutely necessary consti- 


tuent parts of an inference connected together by the 
slender tie of mere juxtaposition. The limbs of the Naiyáyi- 
ka अनुमान on the other hand constitute a fully re&soned out 
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argument whose partsfollow one after another in their natural 
Sequence. Aristotle’s premises are as it were a simple en- 
umeration of the several steps in a deductive reasoning ; the 
Sanskrit न्याय is a regularly constructed debate in minia- 
ture. Aristotle’ssyllogism only furnishes the skeleton, and 
the reader or hearer fills up the interstices ; in its Sanskrit 
counter-part, the speaker himself goes through all the steps 
and the hearer has only to follow him. Thus one is rather 
analytical or demonstrative, the other is expository and 
rhetorical. The न्याय is more useful in discovering the 
conclusion; Aristotle’s syllogism is better fitted to test 
its validity. Hach has a different purpose and is best suited 
to achieve it. In this respect, the Sanskrit न्याय is more 
akin to the rhetorical mode of argumentation which was 80 
popular with the Sophists before Aristotle and which at- 
tained its height in tne Socratic method of cross-examina- 
tion and Plato’s Dialectics. 


4. A sanskrit न्याय is in fact nothing but a model dialogue 
in which the questions of one party are 

The Nyáya. omitted and are to be inferred from the an- 
swers given. The five-membered syllogism is 

designed to convincea doubting adversary who asks questions 
and raises objections ateach step, which questions and objec- 
tions are answered by the successive premises. It is in fact 
an axiom with the Naiydyikas that there can be no argu- 
mentation without an आकांक्षा, a sort of doubt accompanied 
by a desire to have it solved. But how can there be an 
आकांक्षा in the beginning when the debate is not yet com- 
menced and neither of the disputants has spoken. This 
आकांक्षा is therefore artificially created by the dogmatic 
assertion ( चतिज्ञा ) of the iproposition that is to be ulti- 
mately proved. Gaigesa in his Tattva-Chntdman ex- 
Pressly says “'कथायामाकांक्षाक्रमेणाभिधानामोते प्रथमं साध्याभिधानं 
विना ` कुतः › इत्याकारकहेत्वादयाकांक्षाभावात प्राथम्येन प्रतिज्ञाप्रयोगः ” 
This is the reason why the Sanskrit न्याय begins with 
प्रतिज्ञा and not, like Aristotle’s syllogism, with the sqrfü- 
वाक्य or major premise, for the स्याति, being an undis- 
puted generalization, will not give rise fo any आकांक्षा 
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or doubt, and so the agrument would never proceed. The 
Sanskrit syllogism seems to be purposely framed so as to 
keep this आकांक्षा alive until the conclusion is reached. The 
five members of the Sanskrit न्याय thus form a series of 
doubts and answers in a logical sequence, and the परार्थानुमान 
formed by them is a demonstrative deduction mainly intend- 
ed for the enlightenment of another. 


»- 


5. The five-membered argument has been subjected to 
much undeserved criticism, both for and 
against it. Those seeking brevity and 
compactness censure it as being a rude 
and clumsy form of syllogism, while others prefer it to the 
Aristotelian syllogism as exhibiting ‘“‘ a more natural mode 
of reasoning than is compatible with the compressed limits 
of the syllogism.’’* Both the praise amd the blame however 
are only partially true. The five-membered Nyåya reflects 
no doubt more accurately the actual method followed ina 
debate, but it is for that very reason unsuited to bea test 
of the validity of the reasoning. *The five-membered form 
is much more loose and affords greater facilities for falla- 
cies to creep in undetected than the compact Aristotelian 
syllogism. Itdoes not provide fully for the correct in- 
dication of the quantification, qualification and modality of 
each proposition. The distinction between Universals and 
Particulars is not observed, while the distinction between 
Affirmative and Negative is only partially recognized In the 
form of अन्वय and च्यत्तिरेक- Consequently there are no figures 
and no moods. Aristotle starts from the generalization and 
‘inquires what conclusion can be legitimately deduced from it. 
He is therefore obliged first to determine the exact scope 
of the proposition that stands as the major premise and so 
the most common fallacies, such as the Petitto Principi, 
which generally underlie the major premse, are at once 
excluded. Not so with the Nazydyika who starting with the 
conclusion as a प्रतिज्ञा and having to find out a am most 
suited to prove it, doesnot pay much heed to the wording of 
the उदाहरण or of any other premise so long as his meaning is 


The five-membered 
syllogism criticized. 


* Sir G. Haughtzn's Prodromus p. 215, quoted in,Ballantyne's 
Lectures on Nydya Philosophy, ; ta 
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intelligibly conveyed.” It would in fact have been impossible 
to raise upon the five-membered Ngdya the splendid super- 
structure of Deductive Logic that Aristotle has construct- 
ed on the basis of his syllogism. On the other hand asa 
controversial weapon, the five-membered syllogism is far 
superior to that of Aristotle, since it forces the debate to 
run in a particular channel, and thus prevents the adversary 
from straying away from the point. 

6. It is also very well adapted for the exposition 
of simple truths to the uninstructed mind, as it requires 
no assumption and does not tax the brain at all. 
The best illustration of this is to be found in Euclid's 
geometrical theorems. Enclid’s method closely resem- 
bles the five-membered syllogism. First, there is the 
hypothesis or enunciation ( प्रतिज्ञा that all the angles of 
a triangle are equal to two right angles. The three 
angles together constitute the पक्ष, and the equality to 
two right angles is the साध्य. The particular enunciation 
and the determination are only a special application of the 
facts declared in the hypothesis. Strictly speaking the 
particular enunciation is the real qfar while the hypothesis 
is a further generalization derived from it. Then comes the 
demonstration which first gives reasons (हेतु) and then quotes 
authorities (उदाइरण). The demonstration ends with a summing 
up corresponding to परामर्श and introduced by ‘Where’ ; Lastly 
comes the conclusion ( निगमन ) beginning with ‘Therefore,’ 
and identical with the enunciation. The whole is then 
wound up with a flourish of trumpets in the shape ofa 
Quod erat demonstrandum (Q. E. D. ) Euclid employed 
the dialectical syllogism prevailing before Aristotle, ag 
most suited to his purpose ; and a similar one was adopted 
by the Indian Pandits in instructing their pupils. 

T. As already noted, the five-membered syllogism, not- 

withstanding the difference of form, is 
verbu mius esseutially oo that adopted by 
D . Aristotle and the modern European logic- 
E ians. In a legitimate syllogism, says dJ. 
S. Mill" it is essential that there should be three and 


"Ust Se al Resta OF Lane Peles Ras a, 707 ,** Mill: System of Logec, People's Ed. p. 108, 
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no more than three propositions, namely, the conclusion 
and the two ( major and menor ) premises. It is also 
essential that there should be three and no more than 
three terms, namely the major and the mnor terms which 
respectively form the predieate and subject of the con- 
clusion, and a third one named the middle term, which 
acts as a link between the two. Similarly there are 
three and no more than three terms in a Sanskrit Nydya, 
namely, the साध्य the major term and predicate of the con- 
clusion, पक्ष the minor term and subject of the conclusion, 
and fag the middle term, which being cognized as पक्षधर्म 
acts as a link to connect the साध्य with the पक्ष. But what 
about the three and no more than three propositions that 
form the syllogism? A little examination will show that 
they too have their counterparts in the five members of the 
Nydya. The निगमन and प्रतिज्ञा are the same, and so one of 
them the प्रततज्ञा for instance may be safely dispensed with. 
It has also been pointed out* that the mental oper ition 
corresponding to परामर्श and denoted by उपनय is a repetition 
or rather a particular application of the हेतु, and is taken as 
understood between the minor premiseand the conclusion 
in Aristotle’s syllogism. Either gqaq or हेतु may therefore 
be omitted as superfluous. There remain thus three proposi- 
tions only, the हेतु or उपनय which is the minor premise, the 
उदाहरण which is the major one, and the निम्न Or con- 
clusion. 


8. The component parts of the two syllogisms being the 

same they can be easily converted into 

z € gent each other. Simply by transposing the 

logssms. two remaining premises in the five-mem- 

bered Nydya, we get a perfect Aristolelian 

syllogism in Barbara of the First Figure. Take for exam- 
ple the hackneyed instance of a smoking mountain :— 


( प्रतिज्ञा )--पर्वतो बल्विमान । 
( हेतु ana | °, 
( उदाहरण )--यो at एमवान्‌ स स TRTI यथा महानसः | 


* See Note.5 pp. 286-7, Supra, 
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( उपनय )-वल्लिव्याव्यछमवानयं पर्वतः | 
( निगमन )-तस्माइह्निमान पर्वतः i 
Omitting the प्रतिज्ञा, the उपनय and the illustration 
यथा महानसः appended to the उदाहरण, and likewise transpos- 
ing the two premises हेतु and उदाहरण, we get:— 
यो यो मवान्‌ स स वह्निमान्‌ | 
धमात्‌ =पर्वतस्य धमवत्त्वात 
( By dropping the useless ablative ) 
—qqqur धूमः 07 पर्वतो धमवान्‌ | 
पर्वतो वह्निमान्‌ | 
When translated the premises will run ;— 
Whatever smokes is fiery; 
ne is a thing that smokes; 
fThis morihtiin s fiery. 
Ens A y p Universal Affirmative in Barbara, 


Similarly an Aristotelian syllogism in Barbara can be 
converted into the Sanskrit Mydya by the reverse process, 
namely transposition of premises and addition of प्रतिज्ञा and 
उपनयः Thus :— 

All men are mortal, 
Socrates is & man, 
. Socrates is mortal. 

Which is the same as, 


Whoever has humavity has mortality, 
Socrates has humanity, 
.” Socrates has mortality. 


Trangpose the premises and translate :— 


देवदत्तो मलुष्यत्ववान ( RIT: ) 
यो ये महब्यत्वबान्‌ ( मलुष्यः ) स स सर्स्यत्क्सद ( मर्त्यः )- 
देवदत्तो aedem ( wed: ) 


* 
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Add प्रतिज्ञा ànd उपनय and put the wu in the ablative form, 
and the syllogism becomes a full-fledged Nydya— i 
देवदत्तो मर्त्यत्वविशिष्टः ( ach: ) । 
मनुष्यत्वविशिष्टत्वात ( मनुष्यत्वात्‌ ) ! 
यो यो महष्यत्वविशिष्ट: (मचुष्यः) त सर्त्यव्वविशिष्टः (मर्त्यः) यथा यज्ञवत्तः। 
तथा चायम्‌ । 
तस्मात्तथा | 


i We might arrive at the same result by taking only the 
first three members, प्रतिज्ञा हेतु and उदाहरण, as the MimásisaAas 
do, and by ignoring the rest ; only that in this case we shall 
haye to invert the order of all the three propositions when 
converting them into an English syllogism. The easiest 
mode of conversion however is to omit the firsttwo proposi- 
tions प्रतिज्ञा and Eg altogether, and then take the remaining 
three in their order, so that the उदाहरण would be the major 
premise, उपनय' the minor, and निगमन the conclusion of the 
English syllogism. In this way we shall avoid the neces- 
sity of transposing the premises, and also remove the awk- , 
wardness of changing the ablative हेत into nominative. 


U, As to the Second, Third and Fourth Figures, as well 
as the remaining three Moods of the First 

Reduction. Figure, conversion can be easily effected 
by first reducing them to Barbara and 

then converting them in the above manner. The last three 
figures being always redueible to the first may be left out 
of consideration. Of the three remaining Moods of the First 
Figure the two particular Moods, Darzi and Feriwgue are not 
possible in the Sanskrit Wydya, as it does not recognize & 
particular conclusion. The reason why particular conclusions 
were disregarded by the Wazydyikas appears to be their use- 
lessness. What the Naiyáyikas wished to gain from an 
inference as fram All other proofs: was यमा, tight and definite 
knowledge, for it, is this घमात्मक्रज्ञान alone that has any sciens 
tific. value. A partioniis. eonclasion is obviously. a vague and 


imperfect judgments... ihe yayin of the fiveememborsd, 
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syllogism points to the impossibility of having a particular 
conclusion. A conclusion in I or O can be had only when 
its subject, that is, the minor term or पक्ष denotes ouly some 
individuals of a class; but in the sanskrit syllogism, the पक्ष 
must be a definite thing, that is, either an individual object 
like this or that mountain ( as is generally the case ), or at 
best the whole class denoted by a class-name and looked 
upon as one object. Otherwise there can be no पक्षघर्म and 
there can be no पक्षघर्मताज्ञान having a particular object like 
the mountain for its विषय. In cases where the साध्य is infer- 
red on a number of things which do not however form the 
whole class, there is really no particular conclusion, but 
there are as many inferences and conclisions as there are 
things. The minor term being thus always universal, the 
conclusion must be universal too. The case of Celurent 
CE A E) 18 more complex but can be explained in the sime 
way. Although the Naiyáyi£a does not deny the possibility 
of a negative judgment ( व्यत्तिरेकी agfare ),.it seems that his 
conclusion (निगमन) is always affirmative in form, the 
change from negation to affirmation being made by the sim- 
ple expedient of prefixing the negitive particle ( अ or अन्‌), 
‘or adding the word अभाव to the predicate. Thus a Maydyeka 
will say, not शब्दों नित्यो नास्ति, but शम्दोऽनित्योस्ति or शाब्दे नित्य- 
त्वाभावोऽस्ति- His प्रतिज्ञा and निगमन, which are identical, must 
dlways assert something of another thing, even though that 
some "thing is an अभाव; the निगमन therefore cannot be 
' purely negative although the sarfg or fw be व्यतिरेकि. Besi- 
des purely negative knowledge cannot strictly speaking be 
a प्रमा, because there can be no प्रकार in निषेध and the defini- 
tion तङ्गति तत्प्रकारवत्वस will be inapplicable. Hence Celarent 
too is not possible in Sanskrit. Whenever therefore we 
have a negative judgment, we have always to turn it 
into an affirmative one by the addition of अभाव or its 
synonym Wwe, as is generally done in a केवलव्यतिरोकि agata 
४०५६ फकथिवीतरमेंद्वती, Which simply translated means Earth is 
gt forking else. Itis obvious therefore that there can be 


. Soe च ofsyllogism in Sanskrit, namely, the Universal 
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Affirmative ( Barbara ). Even Aristotle has shown that all 
kinds of syllogism can be ultimately reduced to the first two 
Moods of the First Figure,* and the distinction between 
these two is easily removed by the above expedient. This 
explains why the Sinskrit Vydya, though so much limited in 
its scope, never fails to give a valid conclusion under any 
circumstances. 


10. The five-membered syllogism though generally popular 
is not universally accepted even in India. 
Other syllomsms An ancient school of Naiydyikas was 
accepted by India? pot satisfied with the five limbs, but add- 
systematists. aA 
ed five more, namely, Curiosity (जिज्ञासा) 
Doubt (संशय), Power of the proofs to produce knowledge 
(शब्ययप्राति), Aim (प्रयोजन) and Removal, of objections (संशय- 
sagra) But they are, says Vdtsydyana, only aids to the 
inference, not members of the syllogism, because the definition 
of an अवयव (न्यायधडकत्व) does not apply to them.f The five- 
membered syllogism thus became the type for all Natydykas 
and was accepted even by the Vazseshekas. Other systema- 
tists however carried the pruning process still farther. The 
Mimámsakas recognized three members only, प्रतिज्ञा, हेतु and 
उदाहरण, While another school recognized हेतु, उदाहरण and 
उपनय. The Veddntins also insist on having three members 
only, but they are not particular as to whether the first 
three or the last three should be taken.-*Thus Vedénta- 
Paribhéshé vemarks:—sraqana अय एवं प्रतिज्ञाहेतृदाहरणरूपा उदा- 
हरणोपनयनिगमनरूपा HT न तु पश्च । अवयवत्रयेणेव व्याप्तिपक्षधर्मयोरुपदर्श- 
नसम्भवेनाधिकावयवद्वयस्य व्यर्थत्वाता. The Bauddhas recognize 
only two, उदाहरण and उपनथ- The author of Nyáya- Bindu who 
was a Buddhist likewise mentions two only, प्रतिज्ञा and हेतु, 
making the दृष्टान्त or व्याति 2 part of the tg. Thus it will be 
seen that the weight of opinion outside the Nydya and 
Vaiseshiha schools inclines towards the acceptance of a 


ee का 


'* Grote’s Aristotle Vol 1. p. 223 
T Vát. on G. S, L 1, 32. 
f Vedánia-Paribháshá. ७७1०, ed. p. 14. , 
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three-membered syllogism, which is practically identical 
with that of Aristotle, 


11. Although there is so much difference of opinion as 

to the number of the members of a IVyáya, 

Other names, there is a general agreement about the 

form and the import of the several 

members; only that the Vaiseshikas have a second set of 

significant names for the five members, viz. प्रतिज्ञा (Promise), 

अपदेश (sign), निदर्शन (Illustration), sara (Scrutiny) and 

प्रत्याम्नाय (Repetition).{ Which of these two sets of the names 
is the older one is not known at present. 


12, The case of one of the five members, viz. उदाहरण or 
E aden ane suma, is somewhat peculiar, and requires 
OMM P 7G further examination, as it is likely to 
Ta, RRR throw much light on the history of the 
five-membered syllogism. It must have 

been noticed that while the names of other members are 
significant, there is apparentlymo reason why the proposition 
stating the व्याप्ति should be called उदाहरण or दृष्टान्त, except 
the accident of its containing, as a sort of an appendage, 
the illustration यथा महानसः. It is the first part of the उदाहरण 
containing साति that is really essential to the syllogism, 
while the illustration is not only unnecessary, but is often 
omitted. It is certainly anomalous that the most important 
premise in the syllogism, on which in fact the inference 
chiefly rests, should be reduced to the position ofa mere 
gura, and thus be deprived of its essential character, viz. 
universality. How are we to account for thisanomaly ? Nay 
the presence of the illustration in the उदाहरण has been actual- 
ly made the ground of censure against the Indian syllogism 
by some superficial critics; while even those who have 
fended it offer rather an apology than a well-grounded ex- 
“Siphiia tion of its existence. Rittert forinstance says that two of 


membersof Kandda’s argument “are manifestly super- 


E 
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fluous, while by the introduction of an example inthe third 
the universality of the conclusion is vitiated." The conclu- 
sion is vitiated because the addition of the example puts 
some Sort of limitation on the general proposition, and thus 

akes away its universality. The most that Ballantyne 
could say to justify the example was that it is “a matter of 
rhetorical convenience, designed to bring to the recollection 
of the hearer examples, in regard to which all parties are 
unanimous, and which are such as should constrain him to 
admit the universality of the principle from which the con- 
clusion follows."* But this explanation is not at all 
satisfactory. The universal proposition, if true and unani- 
mously accepted, does not get any additional weight by a 
stray example, while if it is false or unfounded, the citation 
of a single example only serves to mislead the hearer, and 
is therefore quite out of place in a valid syllogism. The 
example, say the critics, is either superfluous or mis- 
chievous, and ought therefore to be discarded altogether. It 
was so discarded by the Vaiseshikas who limited the pro- 
position to the mere statement of the व्याप्ति, but the general 
practice of the Nazydyikas has still retained it. 


13. Max Miller starts another theory to explain away 
the difficulty, ‘“‘ But if we inquire more carefully," , says 
he, ‘ we find that the instance in Gotama's syllogism has 
its own distinct office, not to strengthen or to limit the uni- 
versal proposition, but to indicate, if I may say mo, its 
modality. *Every Vyápii must of course admit at least one 
instance. These instances may be either positive only, or 
negative only, or both positive and negative.T This 
means that the instance is intended to show whether the 
व्यात्ति is अन्वयि or व्यतिरिकि. The theory is no doubt plausi- 
ble, and seems to^have been suggested by the two kinds of 
instances, सपक्षहटान्त and विपक्षद्ृष्टान्त recognized by the Naiyd~ 
१८४८३ ५ bot it neither solves the real difficulty, nor is it ab- 
solutely correct. Asa matter of fact the अन्वय and व्यतिरिक 
are indicated, so far as they can be so indicdted, inthe व्यात्ति 
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itself, and not the दृष्टान्त; while the latter takes its own 
character from the sarf@. It is the eqrfe which makes a 
इृष्टान्त either अन्वयि or व्यतिरिकि, and not vice versa. Take for 
instance the proposition यत्र affatRa aa aarsft नास्ति यथा 
महाच्हदे, that is say, यत्र वन्ह्ाभावस्तत्रमाभावः यथा WEDgZ. This 
is a व्यतिरेकिञ्याति) 1 aq 15 the साध्य and we the सावन, and 
महाप्हद will be a Ruggera. But suppose the साध्य to be 
धूमाभाव and the साधन to be बन्ह्यभाव, that is, we infer not fire 
from smoke but absence of smoke from the absence of fire; 
then the same व्यात्ति will be an अन्वयव्याप्ति 9०१ the zerea will 
be a wuareeted- So it is really the साध्य and साधन that first 
determine the modality of the san@, and then of the दृष्टान्त. 
The geteq will therefore be practically useless for determining 
the modality of the universal proposition, for when we know 
what sort of gera it is, the modality is already determined. 
Of course the दृष्टान्त may often assist us in understanding the 
scope of the cara; but the question before us is not whether 
it may be occasionally useful where it is put, but whether it 
is absolutely necessary. Besides, the theory even supposing 
it to be correct does not explain the anomaly how the 
universal proposition came to be called a mere उदाहरण or 
दृष्टान्त, In one sense, however, Max Müllerisright, probably 
without being aware of it. We shall presently see how. 


14. The real explanation, if & conjecture may be hazard- 

_ ed, is rather historical than logical. It is 

कही कण not that the instance was tacked to the 
universal proposition for the purpose 

of satisfying some logical necessity; but it appears more 
probable that the instance was the original part, and the 
generalization itself is a later addition. There seemsto have 
been at first only the instance and nothing else in the third 
member when the five members received their designations, 
and that the portion stating the ब्याति was added afterwards 
when its necessity came to be perceived. We can clearly 
discover traces of the process by which this enlargement 
of the third member was brought about, if we examine the 
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various references to it in different works on Nyåya. Modern 
writers like Annambhatia define उदाहरण as व्यातिपातिपादिके वाक्यम्‌, 
but there is no trace of this व्यात्तिपतिपादकत्ब in Gotama’s de- 
finition, साध्यसाधर्म्यात तद्धमंभावो दृष्टान्त उदाहरणरू, which means 
that ‘ the उदाहरण is an instance which possesses an essential 
property of the साध्य by similarity’. This definition 
obviously applies to the महानस alone which possesses the 
साध्यधर्म वह्निमत्व, and not to the व्यातिवाक्य, At the time of 
Gotama’s Süiras, therefore, the five-membered syllogism 
seems to have run thus: पर्वतो वह्निमान्‌ । yaaa | यथा महा- 
नसः। तथा चायम । तस्मात्तथा । This primitive form of the 
syllogism at once explains two things. First it accounts 
for the third member being called उदाहरण or दृष्टान्त, because 
there is obviously nothing but the instance in it. Secondly, 
it explains why the उपनय which follows उदाहरण began with 
aur, which seems to have been first used as a co-relative of 
यथा in the उदाहरण. The उदाहरण and the उपनय appear in 
fact to have formed one complex sentence, यथा सहानसंस्तथा&यं 
पर्वतः ( As was the kitchen so is this mountain smoking ), 
of which the उदाइरण beginning with यथा formed the relative 
half, and the उपनय beginning with तथा was the principal 
part. On some such supposition alone can we understand 
why Gotama defines उपनय as उदाहरणापेक्षस्तथेत्युपसंहारः. उदाहरणा- 
पेक्ष; says Vdisydyana, means उदाहरणबश, ‘ depending on the 
उदाहरण, ’ depending of course in the sense that the co- 
relative sentence तथाऽयं पर्व॑तः can be properly understood 
only from its relative antecedent यथा महानसः. But this 
does not convey the full idea of उपनय; so it is further called 
an उपसंहार, * & summing up’ as it were, 2. e. an application 
of the sense conveyed in the उदाहरण to the present case of 
the mountain, which applieation is of course implied by 
the word तथा. (०४८७७१७ definition of उपनय is however quite 
unintelligible if applied to the syllogism as it stands at 
present, for the उदाहरण which begins with व्याधि cannot be 
the relative antecedent of the उपनय, and so there is no word 
of which तथा might be a co-relative. 


a 
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15. The above hypothesis as to the original form of the 
syllogism is not conjectural only ; for the skeleton syllogism 
mentioned above is actually found in all the ancient works 
on Nydya, which rarely mention the सहि. Dharmakirti, 
for instance, the author of Vydya-Bindu, gives, as an illus- 
tration of a faulty eerea, the syllogism, अनित्यः शाब्दः | EAF- 
त्वात्‌ । आकाइवत्‌* ; while in another place of the sapie work 
he quotes the stock instance thus, qa ध्रमस्तत्रवह्निः धामहान- 
सादी । अस्तिचेह धूम हते । ( 9. 109 ). This wag theféfore the 
original five-membered syllogism, but i$ was sooi ‘found to 
be imperfect. There was nothing in; it, we~etermine the 
साध्यानियतत्व ०1 हेतु; that is, to show the Me ible concomitance 
of the साध्य with the gg. At first the gereg itself was made 
to convey this sense, but it was obviously inadequate to 
serve the purpose, and a door was opened to many fallacies 
arising from imperfect generalizations. To guard against 
this danger the universal proposition qq qs धूमः etc. was 
inserted. Ifa guess can be hazarded, the व्याप्तिबाक्य was 
possibly at first inserted in the हेतुवाक्य as a विशेषण of 
साध्यव्याप्य हेतु, as is shown in the above quotation from 
Nyéya-Bindu, and later it was transposed to उदाहरण, Being 
thus originally a subordinate adjunct of हेतु, it became later 
on an independent and the chief premise. Before the 
व्यात्तिचाक्य had come into the syllogism, the aera and 
व्यतिरिक of the हेतु were determined by the gerea, according 
as it had similarity (साधर्म्य) or dissimilarity (qud ) with the 
साध्य; butitswas rendered practically useless after the व्याप्तिवाक्य' 
had settled down as anecessary part of the syllogism. Max 
Miiller’s theory about the instance being indicative of the 
modality, may therefore have been true when the दृष्टान्त was 
the sole member of the उदाहरणवाक्य, The commentator of 
Nydya-Bindu declares in fact the same thing when he says, 
तस्मादृष्टान्तव्यतिरेकेण हेतोरन्वयो व्यतिरेको वा न शक्यो दर्शयिता 
‘The अन्वय or व्य॑तिरिक of the हेतु cannot be indicated except by 
the दृष्टान्तः After the erm had become the chief and neces- 


sary part of the उदाहरण, this function of the gere was 
naturally shifted to it, and the zera gradually sunk to 


, the level of an useless appendage. The conservative Naiyd- 
* Nydya- Bindu. Tthé, Bibl. Ind. p. 118. 
| t. fies Pr 90, 
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ykas have persisted in retaining it, but a modern writer 
Laugükshi Bháshara in his Nydya-Siddhanta-Manjari- 
Prakasa, has the courage to declare दृष्टान्तप्रयोगस्तु सामयिको न 
नियतः, ‘the employment of the instance is purely conven- 
tional and not necessary.’ In this way the egret, which 
was at first the gist of the wargwer, came to be positively 
ignored. | 

15. À singulay analogy to the Naiydyika उदाहरण is to be 
found in the Argument from Example, noticed by Aristotle, 
and apparently vety common before him in Greece. Aristotle 
giveswg an illustration:— 

The War of Athens against Thebes (पक्ष) Was mischievous 
( साध्य); 

Because it was a war against neighbours ( हेतु ); 

Just as the war of Thebes against Phokis was (gwrea)." 

Both the ancient Sanskrit syllogism and the Greek Argus 
ment by-Example appear to be cases of an inference from 
particulars to particulars which, according to J. S. Mill, was 
the original and true type of an inference. f 


Sgor. XLVII. परामशः 

Consideration of the sign is alone the cause of both One's 

Own and Another! s judgment. Hence the Consideration is the 
Inference. 

1. परामर्स has already.been explained,} and it has also 

l been shown why it is called लिङ्गपरामर्ह 07 

n ae 111. तृतीयालिङ्गपरामर्श- $ Annambhatia purposely 

uses the word लिङ्गपरामर्श, instead of simple 

प्रामर्छ) in order to emphasize his view that the real करण of 

Tartare is the लिङ्गपरामर्श and not fog merely,as some say,and 

that the name अनुमान is properly applicable to the लिड्वपरामरों 

alone. In T. D. he briefly notices the three views that 

have prevailed about the real proximate cause of aga. 

The अनुमितिकरण, according to these three schools of opinion, 

NNNM tint RR * SR 


* Grote Aristotle Vol. I. p. 274. 

T Mill : System of ogc, People’s Ed. p. 126. 
1 Vide Note 3 on Sec. 44, p. 234, Supra’ 
36 8 See Note 3 on Bee, 45 0, 255, Supra, 
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is either (@wara, व्याप्तिज्ञान or परामर्श. The first is the view of 

the Vaiseshekas, who accordingly name अनुमिति as लैङ्किकञ्ञान- 

Sankara Mira the author of Upaskéra sums up this view 

in the following couplet:— 


अनुमेयेन सम्बद्ध प्रासिं च तदन्विते | 
तदभावे तु नास्त्येव तलछिड्डसमलुमापकस ॥ 


' fap 18 the अनुमितिकरण, because it is connected With साध्य 
(stgatz) on the पक्ष, is known to exist wherever साध्य exists, 
and is never found where साध्य is absent.’ Sankara Misra 
argues that परामही, having no व्यापार after it, cannot be the 
करण Which is always व्यापारवत्‌, while if Rẹ be the करण, 
परामर्श itself becomes its व्यापारः This view is summarily 
rejected by Annambhatia on the ground that it leads to the 
absurdity that even a past or a future fag, that is, smoke 
which was once observed but does not now exist on the 
mountain or smoke which is not yet seen on the mountain, 
would produce the अनुमिति of the present existence of fire. If 
smoke alone is the करण of agrafa there is no reason why the 
smoke of yesterday or the smoke of to-morrow should not 
produce an inference of a fire existing on the mountain to- 
day. Hence the necessity of the condition that fey, in order 
to be effective for अनुमान, must be first observed as a पक्षधर्म, 
that is, as a property of the mountain actually existing at 
the time of the inference. In other words itis the पक्षधर्मताज्ञान; 
otherwise called परामर्श, and not लिङ्कज्ञान merely, that is the 
real करण of अन्नासिति- 


2. But one might ask why create a new करण of अनुमिति in the 
form of the composite परामर्श which is a mixture of व्यात्तिज्ञान 
and पक्षघर्मताज्ञांन, when you can as well look upon the last two 
themselves as severally the करण8 of sre. To this Annam- 
bhatia replies that it is simpler to hold the complex परामर्श 
as the one करण of aafafe than to recognize two separate 
करण in the shape of erfiregíd and पक्षधर्मताञ्ञानः Besides we 
might have even agreed to this latter alternative if the qet- 
wet could have been altogether dispensed with; but that is 
not possible, because परामर्श is necessary to aceount for the 
———————————————————————————— EHE 


Í * V. 8. Up. Calc. ed. p. 392. 
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cognition which is conveyed by the उपनय in a परार्थादमान, 
and which thereupon produces the अचुमिति in the hearer's 
mind. Ifthen परामर्श must be recognized as the करण of a 
पराथाछामिति, why have a separate करण for the स्वार्थाडमिति, 
when the same can do for both? This reasoning is faultless, 
except that according to those who define करण as व्यापारवद- 
साधारणं कारणं, परामर्श cannot be the करण asit has no व्यापार 
coming after it. Hence the advocates of this definition of 
करण, namely, the ancient Naydyikas, propose व्याप्तिज्ञान to 
be the करण and परामदी to be its व्यापार, while the moderns 
who deny the necessity of व्यापारवत्त्त 970. define करण as फला- 
योगव्यवाच्छिद्ध कारणं regard परामर्श itself as the करण. Annam- 
óhaíia seems really to be vascilating between these two 
views, although in the text he has made the emphatic decla- 
ration लिङ्गपरामर्श एव कारणम्‌, and his ,vascilation is due to 
his non-preference for either of the two definitions of करण- 
At least there isa glaring inconsistency between this pas- 
sage and the concluding remarks of Sect. 43 where he de- 
clares grew to be the करण of sper." Had it not been for 
those remarks, it could have been said with much plausibi- 
lity that, notwithstanding his obvious indecision as to the 
real definition of a करण, Annambhatia adopted the modern in 
preference to the ancient view. Probably he did so, and 
the statement about the करण of प्रत्यक्ष was made simply in 
deference to the popular convention which from time im- 
memorial has regarded इन्द्रिय to be the करण of प्रत्यक्ष and has 
thereby made the very word करण synonymous with gie. 
The book being intended for beginners the author appears to 
have avoided all fruitless controversies as much as possible, 
and hence sometimes fell into inconsistencies. 


3. The reading कारणम in the first part of this section is 
obviously wrong, although itis found inall Mss. except two. 
Jt is probably an emendation of some later copyist, who 
having noticed the inconsistency of this passage with Sect. 
41 thought of removing it by improving the text. 


a 


“See p. 32; and Note 3 thereon p. 224, Supra.. 
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Sect. XLYIII. लिङ्गम 

Mark or Sign ts of three kinds : I positive and negative, 2 
purely positive, and 3 purely negative. That which pervades both 
positively and negatively is positive-negatwe, as for instance, 
smokiness when fire is to be proved. ‘* Where there is smoke, 
there is fire as in a kitchen °? is positive concomitance. ** Where 
there is no fire there is no smoke as ina lake"! is negative con- 
comitance. Purely positive is that where there is positive 
concomitante only, e. g. pot is nameable because it is know- 
able like cloth. Here there is no negative concomitance of 
nameability or knowability as all things are knowable and 
nameable. Purely negative is that which has a negative concomit- 
ance only, e. g. earth differs from other things because tt has 
smell ; that which does not so differ has no smell, as water ; 
this is not like it; and hence it is not so. Here there is no 
positive instance ( of a thing) that has smell ( and yet ) 
differs from others, because the whole earth forms the subject. 


1. Having described the typical syllogism, the author 
now procdees to treat of the mark or 

ee or ‘middle term,’ which determines the 
character of the syllogism and also makes 

the inference valid or invalid. A mark may be true or false, 
and accordingly a हेतु is either aga or awe, the latter hbe- 
ing usually termed हेत्वाभास. Before adverting to this dis- 
tinction, it is necessary to tell what a mark in general means 
and how it usually stands in a syllogism. The author 
therefore first describes the three kinds of fgg. “ The mark 
is of three sorts, positive and negative, merely positive, and 
merely negative. Of these the first is in invariable con- 
comitance with the साध्य both affirmatively and negatively, 
as smokiness is with fire. The second has the invariable 
eoncomitance affirmatively only; and the third negatively 
only. An instance of the second is‘ A jar is nameable, for 
it is knowable, because both the साध्य ‘ nameability’ and 
the साधन ‘ knowability’ being here co-extensive, a negative 
concomitance of theirs, that is, a concomitance of their 
absolute negations is impossible. The properties of name- 
ability and knowability reside in all things, and so there is no 
` विंपक्षहछान्त on which the अभाव of साध्य exists, and hence there 


t 
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is no व्यतिरेकव्याते. The example of the third kind is * Earth 
is distinct from all other paddrthas, because it has 
odour.’ In this case there is a बिपक्षदान्त where there is 
neither odour nor इतरभेद्‌ as in water or air, but there 
is no सपक्षदृष्ठान्त where both गन्ध and इतरभेद are con- 
comitant. In the second case therefore we can have only 
an अन्वयव्यात्ति, such as यत्र यत्र प्रमेयत्वं तन्नाभिधेयत्व॑ यथा घटे, 
but no व्यातिरेकव्याति, such as यजत्राभिषेयत्व॑ नास्ति तच घमेयत्वमापि 
नास्ति, owing to the impossibility of finding a corresponding 
ester. In the third case we have a व्यतिरेकव्यातिं, यत्र 
इतरभेदी नास्ति तत्र गन्धवत्त्वमापे नास्ति, because we have no 
less than 14 odourless things ( the 8 draryas besides earth, 
plus the remaining 6 padérthas), on which the इत्तरमेद्‌ 
( difference of earth from all other things ) does not exist ; 
but.obviously we cannot have any अच्चम्नव्याप्ति in this case, as 
neither seq nor पूथ्चिवीतरभेद, which isthe same as पृथिवीत्व, 
exists anywhere but on gfarqj. In the first case however we 
have both kinds of erg, because we can have both similar 
and contrary instances. We can say यत्र यत्र धमस्तञ वाह्िः यथा 
महानसे, as well as यत्र चह्लेनोस्ति aa धूमोऽपि arta, यथा जलऱ्हदेः | 
The chief test therefore of discovering to which of these 
three kinds a mark belongs is to see whether there is any 
waarzeted, that is, an instance in which the साध्य coexists 
with the हेत; and also a विपक्षद्षटान्त 00 a contrary instance in 
which साध्याभाव co-exists with हेत्वभाव. If both kinds of in- 
stances are available then the हेतु as well as the inference in 
which it is employed are अन्बयव्यतिरेकि; secondly, if the first 
kind of instance alone is found and not the second, they are 
केवलान्बाये; and lastly if the second only is found but not the 


first, they are केवलव्यतिरेकि - 


2. अन्वय is defined by T. D. as the invariable concomit- 
ance of हेतु and साध्य while व्यतिरेक, literally 

Anvaya and Vya- meaning अभाव, is a similar concomitance 
of their absolute negatións. The व्याप्य and 

व्यापक interchange places in the व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति, that is, the 
अभाव of af which is the व्यापक in the awaqa becomes 
व्याप्य of the अभाव of yer the original sqyeq. This can be 
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best illustrated by three squares drawn with two sides of 
each coinciding thus:— 


Let the largest square A C represent any class larger than 
बाह such as द्रव्य, the intermediate figure A F represent the 
sphere of arg, and the smallest A K represent that of we 
Now it is clear that the whole space of we is covered by 
that of af@, and so we can say यत्र ध्रमस्तन्न वह्ने The square 
A K will therefore comprise all similar instances such as 
महानस, यज्ञश्ञाला etc. The gnomen E K G will comprise all 
instances such as तप्तायःपिण्ड' where there is fire but uo 
smoke. In a contrary inference from चाहे to ya, the gnomen 
E KG will correspond to an उपायि ( आर्रेन्धचनसंयोग ) which 
vitiates a sarfe like यत्र यत्र वह्लिस्तत्र धूमः. The gnomen BF D 
comprises instances where धूमाभाव is co-existent with 
agaaa. Thisis the region of f@qerzetea which will justify 
the sqm, wa वह्चयभावस्तत् warara:. The figures also 
show that the square of arg being larger than that of 
wa, ngis व्यापक of yx. Similarly, the gnomen B K D 
representing yarara is’ larger than the gnomen B F D 
which represents wesrarq, and hence धूमाभाव is व्यापक 
of sagan, the: intermediate gnomen E K G again 
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representing the gan@ if the स्याति is reversed. The pro- 
per व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति therefore runs q3 यत्र वह्णचमावस्तच इमाभावः, 
यथा जलऱ्हदे | 


9. T. D. defines a केवलान्वाये fey as ‘that the साध्य of 
which 15 केवलान्वाये; and a साध्य is केवलान्वाये 
Kevalánvay:. when its अत्यन्ताभाव exists nowhere, that 
is, when the साध्य, e. g. अभिघेयत्वब, is co- 
terminous with the whole class of existing things. It 
should also be noticed that the taareafiea, which T. D. 
defines as अत्यन्ताभावाप्रतियोगित्व, is that pertaining to the 
साध्य, and not that of the हेतु, for the total absence of an 
अत्यन्बाभाव of the हेतु is nob necessary for a केवलान्बयि अनुमान. 
For instance, the syllogism warfare: | घटत्वात । 15 केवलान्वयि, 
as there is no व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति, यत्राभिघेयत्वं जास्ति तत्र घटत्वमपि नास्ति; 
but the हेत in it is not अत्यन्ताभावाप्रतियोगि, since घटाभाव ex- 
ists in many places. The essence of a «were therefore 
consists in the wrer being co-existent with all existent 
things. But an objector might say that the illustration in 
the text is incorrect, since there are many things in the 
universe which have no names, and which we do not and 
cannot know, and yet of which the अभाव of प्रसेयत्व or अभि“ 
घेयत्व can be predicated. But, says T. D., the अभिघेयत्व and 
maaa referred to are not those determined by our own 
limited capacity; they are absolute, and so though a thing 
may be unknown and unnamed to us, it is still the object of 
the oinniscience of God. ’ 


1. The case of फेबलव्यतिरिेकि is rather complicated. Its 
essence consists in the साध्य being coter- 

Kevala-vyatireki, minous with पक्ष, as in the example, पूथिवी 
इतरभेदाभाववती । गन्धवत्त्वात, Here we can- 

not have an अन्वयव्याप्ति, यत्र यत्र गन्धवत्वं तत्र एथिवीतरभेदः, be- 
cause everything that has गन्धवत्त्व as wellas gfspfterci ?- e. 
पूथिवीत्व, being included in प्रूथिवी itself, there is no gerea 
apart from the qa. There are plenty of instances, however, 


on which the साध्याभाव, i. ८ पूथिबीतरसेदाभाव or पूथिवीतरत्द, is 
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found coexistent with चाभाव. Any of the eight sub- 
stances excepting प्रथिद्दी or any of the remaining six cate- 
gories will serve for such a विपक्षदृष्टान्त- 


5. Here T. D. indulges in a little argument which is 
typieal of the scholastie subtilities for 
Howearthtsprov- which JVaiyáyikas have become so famous. 
ed distinct from t i that =e 
other substance An objector starts up saying that हतरभेद 
cannot be proved by inference on gs, 
and he puts down a dilemma. The साध्य /. e. इतरभेद is either 
previously known or not; ifit is known to exist somewhere 
(elsewhere than earth of course ), then the हेतु ( गन्ध) either 
co-exists with it or not. Now if the हेतु co-exists with the 
साध्य in the other thing, then that is clearly a सपक्षदृष्टान्त and 
there is an अन्चयव्यात्ति; but if the हेतु co-exists with it in no 
other thing than earth, then it is a peculiar characteristic 
of the पक्ष, and there can be no सयति aud no inference based 
onit. Onthe other hand, if the साध्य itself is unknown, 
then of course there can be no अनुमिति; and for this reason. 
An अनुमिति, such as पर्वतो वह्निमान्‌, is  विहिष्टज्ञान, that is, 
knowledge of a mountain, not pure and simple, but as बाह्नि- 
विशिष्ट ‘characterized by fire.’ But there isa maxim that a 
विशिष्ट thing cannot be known without the previous know- 
ledge of the बिशेषणः for how can we know a दाण्डिन unless we 
first know what a qug is. The knowledge of बक्लिमत्पवत can- 
not therefore be had without our first having the knowledge 
of the बाह. But by our hypothesis the साध्य, ४ ¢. इतरभेद्‌, is 
unknown; and hence there can be no अनामित like इतरभेदवती 
gfsmft. Similarly as the knowledge of an अभाव depends on 
the knowledge of its प्रतियोगि, the इतरभेदाभाव is also un- 


known, and hence there can be no व्यतिरेकव्याति, यत्र इतरभेदाभाव- 
स्तत्रमन्धर्वैस्चस: A केवलव्यतिरेकि syllogism is therefore an impos- 
sibility. 


6. The above dilemma is fairly nettling, although our 
ious ae author does attempt to give some sort of 
Tarka-Dipikd ex. %teply to itin the concluding portion of 
‘plained. n the commentary. The passage is involved 
sidesable ébsenrity. As read by all copies except one 
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or rather two, it is quite unintelligible, and is probably 
corrupt ; and I have therefore ventured to correct it, on the 
high authority of Nilakantha and the Ms. J, by transferring 
the words नान्वयित्वासाधारण्ये to the preceding sentence, and 
splitting प्रत्येकाधिकरणप्रसिद्धया into प्रत्येकाधिकरणे प्रसिद्धया. Read 
thus, the gist of the reply is briefly this. The साध्य in the 
iuference in question is not the cumulative difference of 
fourteen paddrthas (8 substances +6 categories) from earth, 
which being unobserved on anything other than earth 
may be unfit to be a साध्य. What is really intended to be 
proved on earth is the simultaneous existence of the thirteen 
mutual negations of those fourteen paddrthas. Mutual nega- 
ton exists between two things, and so there are thirteen 
mutual negations, corresponding to the thirteen couples that 
can be formed out of fourteen paddrikas, water etc., and 


residing in thirteen things, excluding that of which the 
negation is spoken of. Thus जलभेद resides in the thirteen 
things, light etc. ; and तेजोभेद resides in all things excepting 
light. Thus the thirteen mutual negatzons reside in thirteen 
things at a time, but on none of the fourteen things do all 
of them exist at one and the same time. They do however so 
exist on earth, and in this respect earth is distinguished 
from the fourteen things. Our साध्य therefore here is aqt- 
दरशत्वावच्छिन्नभेदस्येकाघिकरणद त्तित्वव, ‘the simultaneous exis- 
tence of the thirteen mutual negations on one thing.' And 
as no instance is known on which the existence of this साध्य 
is previously ascertained, we cannot know whether the हेतु 
exists there or not; and having thus no knowledge of the 
हेतु positive or negative, we can neither call it aeaf, nor 
असाधारण. Thus the first horn of the objector's dilemma is 
disposed of. The second, that the साध्य being unknown 
there can be no अनुमिति, is also weak, because we have 
seen that the साध्य which we have taken, namely जलादिभिदे- 
छट, ‘ aggregate of the thirteen mutual negations of water 
etc.’ is already known by the previous ascertainment of 
its thirteen components, the thirteen mutual, negations 
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severally. But, the objector rejoins, though your thirteen 
negations may be severally known, their aggregate is still 
unascertained ; how can then the साध्य be called sf! 
Well, replies the undaunted Nueyiyka, Ido not recognize 
an aggregate ( समुदाय ) as a separate thing from its com- 
ponents, and my साध्य here is not a fictitious thing like 
watz, but the several negations themselves. which, being 
ascertained on their respective 8708779७/०(प्रत्येका धिकरणे प्रसिद्ध्या), 
may be inferred conjointly ou earth. Consequently there 
ought to be no difficulty in obtaining a साध्याविशिष्टालामाति as 
#6]! 88 & व्यतिरिकव्यात्िः The केवलव्यतिराके inference is there- 
fore quite possible and valid. 


7. We have followed the tedious argument in T. D. 
| simply to show into what absurdities the 
vol of ^ — Nafjáyikus have fallen by recognizhig a 
केवलव्यतिरोकि अनुमान. The essence of it, as 
is pointed out above, is that the साध्य is co-terminous with 
पक्षः The साध्य cannot therefore be anything but a peculiar 
characteristic of wer. Now how can the peculiarity ofa 
thing be known except by actual observation ? The syllogism 
is quite incapable of discovering it. The conclusion in an 
inference is a particular deduction from the general proposi- 
tion, and being already contained in it, is nota new piece 
of knowledge. But an असाधारणधर्म is ex Aypothese a new 
fact, and capable of being known only by observation or by 
induction. This is the gist of the dilemma stated above, 
while the answer given by T. D. is most unsatisfactory. l 


8. Why then did the Naiydytkas at all recognize व्यतिरेकि 
agata Which involved them into so much absurdity. Two 
reasons might be suggested for this ; one is historical while 
the other is purely dialectical. The three-fold division of 
fey and अनुमान is comparatively modern, but itis derived 
from Gotama’s division of tq into साधर्म्येण and 'वैधम्येण * The 
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two kinds of Ew made the उदाहरण, उपनय and निगमन also two- 
fold; and thus the whole syllogism changed its character 
according as the हेतु was throngh similarity or dissimilarity. 
The साधर्म्य or वेधर्म्य referred to was that of gyra, and thus 
the दृष्टान्त was as it were the key to the whole syllogism. 
When the दृष्टान्त was enlarged by the addition of the व्याप्तिवाक्य, 
and thereby sank itself into insignificance, the व्याप्ति became 
the means of determining the character of the हेतु and the 
अनुमान asregards their साधर्म्य and *-wej, or to use their 
modern equivalents अन्वयित्व and व्यतिरेकित्व. So long as the 
distinction was confined to व्याधि, there was nothing absurd 
or unintelligible abont the doctrine; but the modern school 
of .Naiyáyikas in their zeal to carry each and every doctrine 
of the ancients to its ultimate result, discovered three ways 
in which the two kinds of व्याप्ति might be used ina syllogism, 
namely, either each alone by itself, @r both optionally. In 
this way the mark (छि) became three-fold, according as it 
was followed by a व्यात्ति that was purely sra, or purely 
व्यतिरोकि, or both alternatively. Hence modern writers like 
Annambhatia define a g as one having an अन्वयव्याप्ति or ev- 
तिरेकव्याप्ति or both. As most inferences have both kinds of 
व्याप्ति, the class of अस्वयव्यतिरोकि few is the largest and also 
the most general one, while the other two are exceptional 
cases which are classed apart bacause they cannot be included 
in the general category. 


9. In one sense both the Sqareare and केवलव्यतिरेकि may be 
said to be defective syllogisms, as lacking 

Objectons one or more characteristics that are re- 
quisite for a sound deduction. Properly 

speaking a deduction ought te be the inference ofa particular 
or a less general proposition from a wider one; but in a केव- 
लान्वयि the साध्यविशिष्टादुमिति is not only no particular case 
included in the व्याप्ति, but the साध्य is actually co-terminons 
with the widest generality, namely, Existence (aat) 
Similarly in a केवलव्यतिसके, the साध्य being co-terminous with 
the qar, there is no middle term between the two, or if there 
happens to be one it is co-extensive with पक्ष and साध्य (as 

^ " ® 
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in the example given in the text. The three terms being 
co-extensive, all the premises become equally wide and 
practically tautologous. The JNawáyus themselves seem to 
have been half conscious of the precarious case of the केवल- 
व्यतिरेकि, for the reply they give to a strong objection, some- 
times advanced against it, is anything but convincing. The 
objection is directed against व्यतिरिकव्याप्ति itself. अनुमिति is the 
result of परामर्श, and परामर्श 78 व्यात्तिविशिष्टपक्षधर्मताज्ञान) that is, 
साध्यव्याप्यलिङ्गज्ञान Which can arise only when the साध्यव्याप्यत्व 
is known to reside in few. Now in a व्यतिरेकव्यात्ति, the साध्या- 
भाव is the व्याप्य of हेत्वभाव, and hence the व्याप्यत्व or व्याप्ति 
resides in साध्यभाव- But how can a व्याप्ति, residing in one 
thing, namely साध्याभाव, be the विशेषण of a quite different 
thing, namely साधन or लिङ्ग, and thus produce the व्याप्तिविशिष्ट- 
पक्षधर्मताज्ञान ? The Varydyzkas, try to meet this diffculty by 
making व्याप्तिविशिष्टव्व ७ property not of पक्षधर्म but of qaratar- 
ata." The force ofthe objection is not however thereby 
much lessened. "The difficulty in short is how can we infer 
fire from smoke from the invariable concomitance of their 
negations ? Or to make it still more clear, if a व्यतिरेकानुमान 
be put in the English Celarent ( E A E ), of which the major 
premise, 2. ८. व्यातिरेकव्याप्ति, is negative, the conclusion also 
must be negative, while in the Sanskrit Nydya, we derive a 
positive conclusion ( पर्वतो वह्निमान्‌ ) from a negative major 
premise. This is absurd. The reply of the Nazydyihas is that 
though the व्याप्ति may reside in साध्याभाव, the साधन is still 
known as the प्रतियोगि of its अभाव which is व्यापक) and that 
sort of knowledge of the साधन being an accessory suffices to 
produce the requisite परामर्श. Hence S. C. Says साध्याभावव्यापकी- 
भूताभावप्रातियोमित्वेन साधनस्य पक्षदुत्तित्वज्ञानं सहकारि- But thisis a 
lame explanation after all. 


10.'The true reason for recognizing a व्यतिरिकि अनुमान seems 

m E to have been to avoid the necessity of having 

हक कह d coc a fifth proof called अर्थापाचि (Presumption). 

The instances which the Mimássa&as give 

of अर्थापत्ति are all included by Na: yüywkas in their केवलव्यति- 

रोके अनुमान, The analoguous reasoning from aa or Reductio 
a ne EAS CRE or ae OOO 

* Vide Note p. 243, Supra. 
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ad absurdum Would also come under the same head, and in 
fact all conclusions that cannot be proved directly (e. g. 
जीवत्‌ शरीर सात्मकं प्राणादिमच्यात ) will be proved by the Na:ydy:- 
kas by केवलव्यतिरोके. Those of course who, like the Mimdmsa- 
kas and the Vedéntins, accept अर्थापत्ति as proof, dispense 
with not only the केवलान्वयि and pagar but the whole 
व्यतिराके अनुमान altogether. The strictures passed by the 
Vedénta-Paiibhdshé upon the Nydya doctrine of वयतिरेकि 
inference are instructive and deserve to be quoted in full:— 
तञ्चाठमानमन्वाथेरूपमेकमेब न तु केवलान्वयि सर्वस्यापि धर्मस्यास्मन्मते 
( अंद्वेतमते ) ब्रह्मनिष्ठात्यन्ता भावप्रतियोमित्वेनात्यन्ताभावाघातियोगिसाध्य- 
कत्वरूपकेव लान्वयित्वस्यासिद्धेः | नाप्यनुमानस्य व्यतिरेकिरूपत्बं साध्याभावे 
साधना भावनिरूपितव्यातिज्ञानस्य साधनेन साध्याइमितावनुपयोगात्‌ । कथं 
तहिं प्रमादावन्वयव्याततिमविद्षोऽपि व्यतिरेकव्याप्तिज्ञानादठमितिः | अर्था- 
पात्तिपमाणादिति वक्ष्यामः QUU 


eS ME LÀ 
Sections. IL, L, LI. पक्षः, सपक्षो चिपक्षश्च. 
A subject is one where the thing to be proved is doubted, 
as mountuin when smokiness rs the reason. 
A similar instance i$ one where the thing to be proved is 
ascertained, as kitchen in the same case. 
A contrary instance is that where the absence of the thing 
to be proved is ascertained, as a lake in the same case. 
1, In these three short sections, Annambhatia defines three 
terms which constantly occur in connec- 
E pee eA Ad “ tion with the syllogism. “ A yar, place 
or subject, 18, that on which the existence 
of the thing to be ascertained is doubtful, as the mountain 
in an inference of fire from smoke. A सपक्ष or similar ins- 


tance is that on which the existence of the thing to be 
ascertained is already known, as the culinary hearth in the 


same inference. A विपक्ष or contrary instance is that on which 
the negation of the thing to be ascertained is definitely 
known, as a great lake in the same inference." Annambhatta 
has given the simplest definitions of the terms, probably 
copied by him from Gatgesa’s dign ui cai while 
most of the others such as that of N., B. are merely 
variations of it. The सपक्ष and बिपक्ष of later Naryâyikas 
of course correspond respectively to the instances by simi- 
® Ved. Par. Cale. ed. p. 14. a Ved, Par. Gale. ed. pe 4. 
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larity and dissimilarity mentioned by Gotama, ana 
are employed to illustrate अच्वयव्याति and वध्यत्तिरिकव्यात्ति 
respectively. 


2. The definition of पक्ष is however open to an objection. It 
18 prima facie incorrect because it does 
An objection. not apply to cases where we infer a thing, 
even though it may have been previously 
ascertained by other proofs suchas Perceptzonor Word. W 
have for instance the injunction of the S711, आत्मा arst ewe 
श्रोतव्यो म यो निदिष्यासितव्यः 1170 which आत्मा is first direc- 
ted to be heard and then reflected, and then contemplated 
upon. श्रवण is acquiring the knowledge of the Soul from the 
Vedas, while मनन comprehends reasoning or inference. But 
how can inference work if the Soul is already ascertained 
by श्रवण, and is therefore no longer dign? And yet the 
injunction being that of infallible Sruti cannot be groundless. 
It is not necessary therefore that the पक्ष in an inference 
must be सौदेग्ध, Besides even in ordinary life we often 
practise inference, although the साध्य is actually, observed 
or otherwise ascertained, as when we wish to corroborate our 
observation of fire on the mountain by the additionalevidence 
of an inference. The definition of पक्ष is therefore inaccurate. 
The author's reply to this objection is not quite clear. The 
true definition of पक्ष, says T. D., is “a thing which isthe sub- 
stratum of the पक्षता as already defined, 772. सिषाधायेषाविरहसह- 
ऊतसिध्यभावः .t That is quite, true, but does the author there- 
by admit that the definition of पक्ष given here is wrong? Aud 
if so, why did he insert it at all? The difficulty will, however, 
be removed by taking the word संदिग्ध in the sense of, not 
doubtful absolutely, but doubtful for the time being, or doubt- 
fol in the precise way in which an inference ascertains the 
साध्य. The आत्मा for instance might have been known from 
Sruti, but mere verbal knowledge ofa thing is not sufficient 
te dispel all doubts and questionings which often obstruct the 
fred working of the intellects. Arguments of both साधक and 


rind 


के Brikad. Ar, Up. IV. 5, 6. 
. t Vide Note 6 Under Sect, 44, p, 240, supra, 
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बाधक kinds are neoded to remove these doubts and make 
our knowledge absolutely certain. Similarly though fire 
may have been actually observed, our senses often mislead 
us, and there is no positive certainty until independent 
reasoniug corroborates the evidence of our senses. In this 
senso of course the ea is still doubtful, even though if 
has been previously known. 


*3 


J. It is rather strange that .isaemóhatia. after having 

described the general nature of a mark, 
h 2 bai ४8 a yoo! did not before proceeding to the हेत्वाभास 

or 4utalid reasons, mention the distinctive 
characteristics of valid marks. The desideratum however 
has been supplied by the writers of other manuals, such as 
Tarka-Kaumud: and Tarkdmrita. These essentials of wa 
are five, and are thus described in थ. K.t—aenot मध्ये 
यो5न्बयव्यतिरेकी स पश्चरूपोपन्न एव स्वसाध्यं साधयति। ताति पञ्च रूपाणि 
पक्षघमत्वम्‌, सपक्षे सत्त्वम्‌, विपक्षाद्वयादत्तिः, अबाधितविषयत्वस्‌, असत्प्रति- 
पक्षत्व॑ चति” The five requisites of a good हेतु are,-(1) existence 
on the qer, of course at the time of making the inference; 
(2) existence on सपक्ष दृष्टान्त; (3) non-existence on the किपिक्षः 
(4) non-contradiction of the subject matter by another 
stronger proof; and (5) absence of a counter-balancing reason 
on the other side, proving the negation of साध्य. The first 
three conditions are obviously deducible from what has been 
already said about the nature of the पक्ष, सपक्ष and qar. The 
latter two belong io the matter rather than to the form of 
the inference. These five requisites are necessarily present 
in an अन्वयव्यतिरेकि हेतु; but the other two, केवलान्वयि' and केवल- 
व्यतिरोक, being exceptional, are by their very nature wanting 
in one requisite each, and therefore pass 2 with four only. 
The @qereafy cannot have विपक्षव्यादात because there is no 
बिपक्ष in its case; while a केवलव्यतिरिकि cannot have सपक्षसत्त्व 
owing to the absence of सपक्ष itself. With these two excep- 
tions, the requisites are essential to all inferences, and the 
absence of any one of them gives rise to the geveral fallacies. 
Thus the want of' पक्षधर्मत्व produces आश्रयासिद्ध and स्वरूपासिद्ध 
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that of सपक्षसत्त्व, असाधारण-सव्यभिचार and अनुपसंहारिः that of 
विपक्षासत्त्व, व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, विरुद्ध and साधारण-सव्यभिचार; and the 
absence of the last two gives rise to बाधित and सत्पतिपक्ष 
respectively. * This will be fully understood when the nature 
of the several fallacies has been explained. 
i. The author of Nydya-Bindu mentions only the first 
three as the requisites of a good हेतु, 
Another view. omitting the last two, perhaps because 
they pertain more to the matter than to 
the form of the हेतु, and involve what are called material 
fallacies. He describes this Aeg thus:—‘ fert ga- 
लिंज्स्पानुमेये ( 2. ८. पक्षे) सत्त्वमेव । सपक्ष एव सत्त्वम्‌ | असत्पक्षे चासत्त्व- 
मेव निश्वितस | t The Vaiseshikas too would seem to recognize 
a त्रिरूपहेतु. The whole Nydya theory of valid reasons and 
the five kinds of fallacies is as a matter of fact deduced from 
this three-fold charaCter of the हेतु. j 


Secr. LII, हेत्वाभासाः. 

There are five fallacies, viz: —1. Discrepancy, 2 Contra- 

diction, 3 Ambiguty, 4 Futility and 5 Falsity. 
1. The next six sections deal with the five groups of 
fallacies, an accurate knowledge of which 
Fallacies. is necessary to ensure sound reasoning. 
It is often as necessary to know what we 
are to avoid as to knaw what we are to accept, and hence 
a treatise on Logic can never be complete without a descrip- 
tion of the various fallacies to which an inference is liable. 


The word हेत्वाभास is capable of two derivations and two 
meanings. It means a fallacious reason, ( eet हेतु: ) if dis- 


solved either as हेतुवदाभासते ‘ that which looks like a gg but 
is not gq,' or as हेतोराभासः wear: ‘that which resembles a हेतु. 
If dissolved as हेतोः हेतौ atssara: the word would mean a 
fallacy ( हेवुदोषः ). 2. e. the error which underlies the ap- 
parent हेतु and makes it invalid. The difference between 
the two meanings is important, because it must be 
noted that the five-fold divison of fallacies is really based 
on the different kinds of ggZrw and not on those of दुश्हेतु. . 
MN * V. S. Up, Calc, ed. p. 160. 
+ Nydya-Bindu-Tikd Bib, In. p. 104, 
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The reason of this distinction is that a single हेतु may often 
be vitiated by two or more errors occurring at once, each of 
which would fall under one or the other of the five classes; 
but their combination will not make a separate kind of 
हेत्वाभासः Such a हेतु might in fact be classed under as 
many heads as there are fallacies involved in it. Thusit 
we take the syllogism, बायुर्गन्धवान्‌ स्नेहात्‌ ithe हेतु स्नेह will 
be found to fall under all the five heads 0f हेत्वाभासः Simi- 
larly in घटः पटोअस्ति कुड्यत्वात, the हेतु gara has fallacies of 
all kinds. In sA वह्चिमान wera, the हेतु 18 ० three kinds: 
बाधित, सत्प्रतिपक्ष and स्वरूपासिद्ध। while 7 पर्वतो श्मवान वह्नेः, 
the हेतु would be both साधारणसव्यमिचार and eqrerarferg. If 
the division had been applied to gg?q instead of agra, how 
could these mixtures of several fallacies have been classed ? 
They can neither be put under one only of the possible 
heads, nor form an independent class? Hence Natydyikas 
have adopted the better plan of classifying all the fallacies 
or errors that are possible in a हेतु, and then denominating a 
हेतु which possessed one or more of them as fallacious in 
80 many A s. The author of DidAui remarks to the same 
effect : ‘ स्नेहस्य ` अनेकान्तिकः, ` विरुद्धः ' इत्यादिपअत्वव्यव- 
हारः कथम्‌? इत्याहाङ्कायाक्ठत्तरम्‌- ` उपाधियसंकरेप्युपाऽयसंकरः ' इति 
न्यायाहोपगतसंख्यामादाय दुष्टहेतो पञ्चत्वादिसंख्याव्यबहारः; that is, 
‘ the fallacious reasons are divided into five classes nof be- 
cause only five varieties of them are possible, but because 
the errors which underlie them are of so many kinds.’ The 
correct method for a Nyáya writer would therefore be to 
classify and define the five @q@rvs or fallacies and then to 
define a gwgq as one that is infected with one or more of 
them. 

2. Annambhatta has avoided the difficulty by simply | 
enumerating inthetext only the five kinds of qwegs without 
defining हेत्वाभास ( दुष्टहेठु ) in general, and then adding the 
definition of a हेतुदोष as added in T. D. The remark of 
Nilakantha shows that the word हेत्वाभास is used by the 
author in two different senses in the text and in the com- 
mentary. ln the text it means a ggg, since the five class- 
names given are names of the ggs, while the definition in 
T. D. is that usually given of a हेतुदोष, The five errors in a 
हेतु corresponding to the five geeqs mentioned in the text 

38 i ; 
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are given by N. B.. as व्याभिचार (discrepancy ), बिराध ( cou- 
trariety ), प्रतिपक्ष (counter-bulance ) असिद्धि ( iucouclusie- 
ness ) and बाघ (absurdity ). The tive apparent reasons which 
derive their names from these errors are respectively called 
सव्यभिचार ( discrepant, or inconsistent ), Reg ( contrary ), 
सत्प्रतिपक्ष ( counter-balanced ), असिद्ध (inconclusive ) and बाधित 
( absurd or futile ). 


3. T. D. defines a हेतुदोष as अनुमितिप्रतिबन्धकयथार्थज्ञानाविषयः, 
‘that which is the subject ofa right know- 
pe defects lodge which prevents a judgment.’ The 
errors named above prevent a conclusion 
that would otherwise follow from the reason given, Thus 
in the syllogism gA बह्विमाच धमात्‌, the judgment that the 
lake is fiery would fotlow in due course, if it were not for 
our certain knowledge that {there is no smoke on the lake. 
This knowledge becomes therefore अनुमितिप्रतिबन्धक, and the 
subject of that knowledge, namely the abseuce of smoke ou 
the lake, becomes a इतुदोषः But why say यथार्थज्ञान ? The 
word यथार्थ is used to prevent an erroneous knowledge of a 
दोष from obstructing even a valid अनुमितिः As for example, 
our familiar syllogism पर्वतो बाह्विमात unn may be opposed 
by an erroneous perception that thore is no fire on the 
mountain. The चह्णयभावधरत्यक्ष however being only ७ भ्रम 
ought not to make the हेतु 10 पर्वता बल्चिमान्‌ बाधित cie. aud 
hence the restriction that the kuuwledee of apy or any 
other हेतुदोष must itself be mykt knowledge, and uol a wa 
merely. 


4. The definition however is imperfect in another way, 
because it does nol cover those हेतुदाष5, such as व्याभिचार, 
बिरोध, साधनाप्रसिद्धि and स्वरूपासिद्व, which do nob prevent an 
अन्नमिति directly but only ‘ndiectly, by preventing व्याप्तिज्ञान 
07 इेहुज्ञान or परामर्श; and arc thus अन्यथासिद्ध themselves so 
far as agama is concerned. Nilakantha therefore 
remarks, तत्रानुभितिपद्मजहल॒क्षणयाउनुमितितत्करणान्यतरपरम । त्तेन 
व्यसिचारादिज्ञानस्य परामश प्रतिबंधकतयेंव निर्वाहादनुमित्यप्रातिबधकत्वे5&पे 
व्वमिञ्जारादिषु नाब्यातः. The word अद्वामिति in the definition is to be 
enlarged so asto iuclude अनुमितिकरण that is परामर्श, उयात्तिज्ञान or 


SEOT. LIL | Notes. 299 


लिङ्कज्ञान, Whatever it may be. In this way इयभिचार and other 
As which directly affect the अनुमितिकरण only but not the 
अनुमिति, will be included in the definition. The same result 
might be obtained, says the author of the Didhti, by taking 
ema to mean not a simple judgment पर्वतो वह्निमान्‌, but 
विशिष्टाल॒मिति, as बह्निव्याप्यछमवान पर्वतो वह्निमान्‌ Other writers 
like T. K. avoid the difficulty by actually introducing the word 
तत्करण after अनुमिति 1n the definition. 


6. After knowing what a हेतुदोष is, it is easy to define a 

ated as निरुक्तदोषबान: Another definition 

11110 `` ofa gee given by T. B. and Sankara 

Misra 15 यस्य हेतोर्याबन्ति रूपाणि गम- 

कतौपयिकानिे तदन्यतररूपहीनः. < Wanting in any of the five or 

four requisites of a good हेतु. “This latter definition is 

simpler as well as more scientific, becawse it takes away the 

nevessity of recognizing so many gqzres, all of which can in 

fact be reduced to the absence of one or more of the five 
requisites of a सद्धेतु: 


6. Although all writers are practically agreed as to the 
definition of a हेत्वाभास, there is no such unanimity about their 
number. The chisf divergence of views is between the Nei- 
yéyikas, who on the authority of Gotama recognize five 
fallacious reasons mentioned by Anuamhhatta, and the Ves- 
eshthas, who following Kandda accept ouly three, namely, 

सव्याभिचार, विरुद्ध and असिद्ध The divergence is not however 
radical, for the last two. सत्प्रतिपक्ष and बाधित, which (rofama 
enumerates separately, are included by Vaiseshikas either 
under आश्रयासिद्ध or under सव्याभिचार or अनैकान्तिक as itis 
often called. Again the names of the several हेत्वाभास are 
not the same in all books. Gotama names the five as weqia- 
चार, विरुद्ध, प्रकरणसम, साध्यसम and अतीतकाल-६ Of these 
the first two are identical with those given by Anzambhatta. 
प्रकरणसम is defined as that which leaves the conclusion 


——— 


* V. S. Up. Cale, ed. p. 159, 
1G 8. 1, 2, 45. 
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doubtful, owing to the opposition of an equally strong argu- 
ment on the other side, * and is therefore the same on our 
सत्प्रतिपक्षः ^ साध्यसम हेतु is that which is as doubtfnl as the 
साध्य, and which is therefore असिद्ध. कालातीत corresponds to 
our बाधित. Kanáda!'s aphorism} isa little obscure, but his 
doctrine is unmistakably summed up in the verse of an un- 
known writer, quoted by Prasastapdda, विरुद्धासिद्धसंदिग्धमलिङ्गं 
काइयपोऽब्रबीत्‌ |‘ Kdsyapa or Kandda declared three false 
reasons, विरुद्ध, असिद्ध and संदिग्ध. ’ Of these विरुद्ध and असिद्ध 
are the same as ours, while सोदेग्ध corresponds to सह्याभिचार 
or अनेकान्तिक« A fourth one named अनध्यवासित is also added 
by some writers, but it is, says Sankara Misra, identical 
with अन्पसंहारि and therefore comes under अनैकान्तिक- * Bud- 
dhists, like the author of Nydya-Bindu, adopt thé enum- 
eration and terminology of Awwéda. The sub-divisions of 
सव्यभिचार and आसिङappear io be the work of modern 
writers. 


T. [tis obvious that the difference between Gotama and 
" Kanáda mainly lies in the recognitión ‘of 
111111 ct सत्प्रतिपक्ष and बाधित. These together form 
a separate group of material fallacies, as 

distinguished from the other three, which may for convenience 
be called formal fallacies. Many European logicians regard 
material fallacies as being out of the province of logic, and 
a similar reason may have prompted Kanåda to exclude सत्प- 
तिपक्ष and बाधित from his list of Beararas. The exclusion of 
असत्पातिपक्षत्व and अबाधितत्व, ( which correspond to the two 
Sewraras सत्प्रतिपक्ष and बाधित) by some writersfrom among the 
five requisites ofa good हेतु may be accounted for on the same 
ground.“It must however be stated to prevent any misunder- 
standing, that there is in Indian Logic no such clearly-marked 
division of formal and material fallacies as was laid down by 
Aristotle under the two names of fallacia in dictione, and 
fallacia extra dictionem. Jt will be found later on that some 
varieties of अनैकान्तिक and असिद्ध when reduced to an English 
syllogism, disclose material fallacies, while others are formal 


Deni ren ots, 


* G. 8. 2, 48. 
T Va 5, 111. I, 15, 


wa 


SECT. LAL | Notes. 301 


fallacies. The faret is that the peculiar form of Sanskrit 
syllogism did not permit a clear demarkation of formal form 
material fallacies, nor are the two so separated in practice. 
Most of the so-called forma! fallacies involve material miscon- 


ceptions or over-statements, while almost all the material 
fallacies can be avoided by a strict adherence to the syllogistic 
Jorm. The distinction is purely artificial, and hag not been 
observed by thé Naiyáyikas. 


Sect. LIII, सब्यभिचारः 
The discrepant reason 15 one that coexists partially. ft 
is threéfold, over-wide, peculiar and nou-ecclusue. One that 
coexists wth negation of the thing to he proced i8 ot er-wides e. g. 
mountain 28 fiery because if is knowndle, secure knowability 


exists with absence of fire ont lake. Peculiur is that which is 
not found either en semilar or contrary instances; e. ४. Sound 
(8 eftrnal because if ia Word. The genus word rs absent 


from ull eternal and non-eternal things, and resides in Sound 
only. Non-errluseve is that which has neither similar nor dis- 


similar instances; e. g. Fhery thing is transitory because it is 
&nowable. Here everything being the subject of inference there 
78 no separate example. 


1, सव्यभिचार is व्यभिचारेण सह वर्तमान: ‘that which involvesa 
व्यभिचार or discrepancy of the हेतु with the 

Discrepant rea- साध्य.’ Tt is defined as अनैकान्तिक, 01 < co- 
existing with the साध्य only partially.’ 

Thus if one says नित्यः शब्दाऽस्पदीत्वात्‌, यत्र यचास्पर्शत्वाभावः (स्पर्श- 
qp) तत्र तत्रानित्यत्वं यथा सृत्कुम्भे ।, the हेतु will be अनैकान्तिक or 
व्यभिचरित, because there are the earthy atoms which though 
asira are नित्य just as there 18 ब्वाद्धि which is both अस्पर्श and 
अनित्य. Hence the emn is uot correct; that is, the हेतु co- 
exists partially with the Se with the साध्याभाव, 
and entirely with neither. Védtsyiyana explains the word 
अनेकान्तिक 88, 'नित्यत्वमेको5न्तः । अनित्यत्वमेकोन्तः । एकस्मिन्नन्ते विद्यत 
इति ऐकान्तिकः विपर्ययादनेकान्तिक उभयान्तव्यापकत्वात* (The word 
सव्यभिचार implies the same thing, for व्यभिचार or सव्याभिचारत्व 
has been defined साध्यसंदेहजनकोभयकोट्यपस्थापकतावच्छेदकरूपवत्त्वस, 
that is, ‘it is a property which leads to the proof of both 
साध्य and its negation, and thus causes doubé about the Arey’. 
The सव्याभिचार hasa tendency to prove both साध्य and its 
negatioh because it is coexistent with both; and the 


* Vai. on, G. S, I, 2, 56, 
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simultaneous knowledge of these two extremes, produces 
संदेह of the साध्य which is  उभयकोटिकज्ञान, Hence Kandda 
calls अनिकान्तिक by the name of संदिग्ध. 
2. सव्यभिचार is sub-divided into three varieties साधारण 
(Over-e de), असाधारण, (Pecular) and अनुप- 
Its three varieties संहारी ( Non-exclusie). Of these साधारण or 
the ocer-wde mark is ‘that which is found 
both on the सपक्ष and the बिपक्ष, that is, which co-exists both 
with साध्य and its negation.  Annamühaita defines a साधारण 
simply as one that coexists with साध्याभाव, but the full 
definition would be that given by T. K. सपक्षविपक्षद्धाति. The 
reason why Awnambhatia omits सपक्षदात्तित्व 
Over-wide mark. from his definition is that it is necessarily 
implied in au अन्वचि हेतु, such as the साधारण 
is. and need not therefore be particularly mentioned. As’ an 
illustration of साधारण the anthor gives “Monntain is fiery, 
becanse it is knowable"; where the reason * knowability.’ 
exists both in things known to possess fire ay the ordinary 
hearth, and also things that have no fire, as a lake. The 
daaa being thus associated with both बाहे and बह्चभाव, there 
is no reason why one should be inferred from it and not the 
other; but both cannot exist togethgr and hence the gg is 
fallacions. Similarly in पर्वतो yanata du: the हेतु वह्नि is साधारण: 
being found to co-exist both with कम in महानस and with 
garara in अयोगोलक. 
3. The असाधारण or Peculzar is just the opposite of साधारण 
being found neither in सपक्ष nor in विपक्ष 
Peculiar mari. — [ts absence in the विपक्ष is of course natural 
because even a good gg is non-existent in 
विपक्षः but the fallacy of असाधारण consists in its beine absent 
in सपक्ष also. If the साधारण is over-wide, owing to its 
trespassing in the forbidden reason of विपक्ष, this is not 
wide enough as it does not even cover the legitimate 
ground ० सपक्षः One errs on the side of excess, the other on 
that of defect; and thus both are equally falla- 
cious. The असाधारण, in fact, as its name denotes 


^ 
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is a peculiar characteristic of the पक्ष which exists nowhere 
else, and for which therefore no सपक्षदृष्ठान्त can be found. 
As tor example, it we say, ‘Sound is eternal, because it has 
the nature of sound," the nature of sound, zrzzeq, isa peculiar 
characteristic of sound ; and being so, can lead to no valid 
conclusion. In this case the सपक्ष instances, e. g. those 
having the साध्य नित्यत्व, would be ether and other eternal 
things, while the बिपक्ष instances would be all non-eternal 
products, such asa Jar. The हेतु yega exists in neither, and 
hence it is called असाधारण. 


íi. The third variety of सवब्यभिचार 18४ अनुपसंहारि (Non-exclu- 
" sive ) which is defined in the text as * one 
mo CEPS that has neither a सपक्ष nor a विपक्ष दृष्टान्त, 
that is, which 18 never present where the 
माध्य*is present, excepting of course the yar itself. Now 
this can happen only when all things in this world are in 
cluded in wer, aud so nothing is left outside the range of पक्ष 
that can be denominated सपक्ष or बिपक्ष. The definitions 
given in T. K. and T. A. make this quite clear. They ure, 
बस्तुमात्रपक्षकः 01 सर्वपक्षकः, ` one 111 which the universality of 
things is the पक्ष, ’ that is one in which the साध्य is unascer- 
tained ( संदिग्ध ) of all things in the world, and there is there- 
fore no सपक्ष or बिपक्ष where the साध्य or its negation might 
be said to be ascertained ( निश्चित). The example given in 
the text is “Al things are transient, because they are know- 
able, " where सब being the पक्ष, there is no सपक्ष or विपक्ष 
apart from it. But why eannot the individuals, says an 
objector, serve as सपक्ष or विपक्ष” that is, why caunot we 
arguo, सर्वमनित्यं । प्रमेयत्वात । यत्र यत्न प्रमेयत्वं तञ्रानित्यत्वं । यथा घटे 
पटे कुडे बा t?” Tt cannot be said that the साऽय being संदिग्ध in 
सर्व, it 18 necessarily so in घट, पट and gga $ for first the साध्य 
(akaa ) may be निश्चित in the पक्ष at one time, and be संदिग्ध 
at another ; and secondly uncertainty as to the whole does 
not necessarily imply an equal uncertainty as to individuals 
or some parts of that Whole. qa and qe therefore which 
are certainly transient might very well serve as सपक्षदटान्त 


to prove अनिस्त ou सर्व, To remove this objectidu modern 
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Naiydyikas define an अनुपसंहारि as केवलान्वायिधर्मसाध्यकः One 10 
which the साध्य is only positively connected with the हेतु, ’ 
and so there is neither a इयतिरेकव्याते nora व्यतिरिकहष्टान्त. But 
this latter definition also is faulty, as it would apply even to 
a केवलान्वाये weg. The proper answer to the first objection 
would be that in an अनुपसंहारि, although there may be indi- 
vidual things in which the अनित्यत्व is ascertained, there is 
no व्याति either of the अन्बयि or of the व्यतिरोकि kind, since 
the conclusion itself constitutes the widest possible genera- 
lization. The name अनुपसंहारि, ( Non-exclusive ) is given 
to this fallacy because the yay being universal nothing is 
excluded from it. 


5. Now it may be asked, why are these three fallacies, ap- 
parently so dissimilar, and the last a quite anomalous case, 
classed under सब्यपिचार / A closer examination or" the 
definitions and examples of the three varieties will how- 
ever show that there is a common principle underlying 
the division, und that principle is derived from the general 
definition of सबव्यभिचार itself. 


^ सब्यभिचार or discrepant reason has been defined as 
* one which is not uniformly concomitant 
with साध्य,’ that is, which uniformly exists 
neither with साध्य nor with साध्याभाव. It 
is neither purely अन्चयि, nor purely व्यतिरिकि, nor both com- 
pletely, but half of this and half of that. It is thus 
defective in either or both of the two requisites of a सद्देतु, 
namely, सपक्षसत्त्व and faqareqraty. Now there are four and 
only four ways in whieh the two properties may be pre- 
dicated of a हेतु, namely, both may be present, both may be 
absent, or either may be present when the other is absent. 
Thus we have four cases: (1) presence of both सपक्षसत्त्व and 
ब्रिपक्षव्यारत्तिः (2) absence of both of them; (3) presence of 
सपक्षसत्त्व, but absence of बिपक्षव्यादात्ते; (4) absence of सपक्षसत्त्व 
bat presence of 'विपक्षच्यादत्ति. The first is undoubtedly a 
case of wag, as both the requisites are present, and may 
therefore he left out. In tho latter three 00808 the हेतु is 


The three-fold di- 
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obviously defective, and is respectively called अनुपसंहारि, 
साधारण and असाधारण. अनुपसंहारि has been defined as one that 
has neither a सपक्ष nor a विपक्षद्ृष्टान्त; that is, there is no सपक्ष 
on which the हेतु co-exists with साध्य, nora विपक्ष from which 
the हेतु is carga just as the साध्य is. अन्नुपसंहारि has therefore 
neither of the two properties, wwere ex and विपक्षव्यादत्ति. The 
third case is that of a साधारण which is defined as existing 
both on the सपक्ष and the बिपक्ष; that is, there is सपक्षसच्त्व 
but no विपक्षव्यादत्ति. The fourth is असाधारण which, as non- 
existing on both सपक्ष and बिपक्ष instances, possesses only 
विपक्षव्याब्वात्ति, but not सपक्षसक्व. The three varieties are thus 
nothing but the three possible ways in which the अनेकान्तिकत्व 
( defectiveness ) of a सव्यभिचार may occur. 


6. One more point remains to be moticed in connection 
with these, and especially -the last two 
Poe and साधारण and असाधारण, namely, in what re- 
distinguished. spect they do respectively differ from केव- 
areata and केवलव्यतिरेकि wags. The in- 
stances of साधारण and असाधारण given in the text are very 
similar to those given for केवलान्वयि and केवलव्यतिरोकि, and no 
distinction can at first sight be made between the two pairs. 
A comparison of the illustrations will however show the 
difference. Thus पर्वतो atgata प्रमेयत्वाद is a साधारण, while 
पर्वतो$भिघेयः प्रमेयत्यात is a केवलान्वयिः The difference be- 
tween the two lies in the साध्य which is co-extensive with 
the हेतु in the latter case, but not so in the first. Similarly 
परथिवीतरेभ्यो भिद्यते पुथिवीस्वात्‌ 07 गन्धवत्त्वाव | is केवलव्यतिरेकि 
while gadt नित्या परथिवीत्वात will be असाधारण, the difference 
being the same, namely, that the साध्य in a केवलव्यतिरिकि is 
co-extensive with the हेतु, but not so in the असाधारण- Now 
why should this differeuce make one a good and the other 
a bad inference? The reason is obvious. When the साध्य and 
&g coincide with each other, there is no व्यभिचार or discre. 
pancy between the two, although we cannot always have a 
सपक्ष or विपक्षदृष्टान्तद. The essence of साधारण ‘and अस्तधारण lies 
not so much in the absence of सपक्ष or विपक्ष दृष्टान्त, but in the 
imperfect generalization, the absence of the gwreq only indi» 
cating the व्याभिचार or defect in the eqríg. 


कि ecciesia 
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Contrary reason is that which 1s periaded by the negation 
of the ihing to be proved, e. g. Sound is eternal because it is 
created. — Creatibiluty is covered by the negation of etermty or 
transitoreness. 


1, विरुद्ध or contrary reason is ‘that which is less ex- 
tensive than the negation of साध्य and is 
Contrary reason. never coexistent with ater.’ As when we 
say, ‘Sound is eternal, because it is artifi- 
cial,’ the reason, ‘ artificialness’ coincides with नित्यत्वाभाव or 
aara and not with Rara. We have the व्यात्ति, यत्र यत्र 
sata तचानित्यत्व॑ यथा घटे, but not यत्र यत्र कृतकत्वं तत्र नित्यत्वस्‌* 
The हेतु sasa being thus नित्यत्वाभावव्याप्य, it becomes a साधक 
or हेतु of that अभाव, amd not of its प्रतियोगि fera; that is, 
the artficialness of sound is exactly the reason why sound 
should be non-eternal. Thus the fallacy consists indrawing a 
conclusion just contrary to that which would be justified by the 
reason. This accords well with Gotamo’s definition सिद्धान्त- 
मभ्युपित्य तदिरोधी विरुद्धः" ‘a विरुद्ध 18 that which is contrary to 
the conclusion desired to be drawn.’ 


2. विरुद्ध differs from साधारण सव्यभिचार in never existing 
on the सपक्ष as the latter does; while it differs from असाधारण 
in existing on the fqu»r unlike the latter which does not. 
The chief distinction between सव्यभिचार and विरुद्ध is that in 
the former the sqng is only imperfect or defective, while in 
the latter it is actually contrary. There is only a discre- 
pancy in the first; there is direct opposition in the second. 


Secr. LV. सत्प्रतिपक्षः 


The ambiguous or inconclusive reason is that wherein 
there is another reason proving the negation of the thing to be 
proved; e. g. Sound is eternal, because i is audible like any 
other sound; and sound is non-eternal, because wt is a creation 
lake a jar. ' 

if, 


à * G.S. I 2,47. 
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The सत्प्रतिपक्ष differs from a विरुद्ध in this, that while in the 
latter the very same £g which ought to 
Satpratwaksha or prove साध्याभाव is given as a reason for 
Counter-balanced ह : m : 
reason. proving the साध्य, in सत्प्रतिपक्ष the हेतु which 
proves साध्याभाव is different (हेत्वन्तर ) from 
that actually given. For example, if we say ‘Sound is eternal, 
because it is apprehended by the organ of hearing’, the ठु 
given, namely आ्रावणत्व, does not prove नित्यत्व; but neither 
does it prove नित्यत्वाभाव. The अनित्यत्व however is proved by 
another Eq, छतकत्व, in such an inference as, * Sound is non- 
eternal, because itis artificial.’ ° In वरुद्ध the हेतु is incon- 
sistent with साध्य in the same inference; in सत्पतिपक्ष it isincon- 
sistent with the साध्य in a contrary inference. सत्प्रतिपक्ष is 
classed by VazSeshihas under बाधित, of which it is in one 
sense a species ; but there is a clear distinction between the 
two, In बाधित the साध्य of the inference in question is actual- 
ly disproved by a stronger proof of another kind, such as 
perception; asfor instance, if one says “ Fire is cold be- 
cause it is a substance," the अनुष्णत्व is proved to be false by 
our actual perception ofthe heat of fire, according to the 
maxim प्रत्येक्षणानुमानं बाध्यते. In सत्प्रतिपक्ष there is no such बाध 
of the inference by a stronger proof, but only a counter- 
balancing of two inferences, which being of equal weight, 
are mutually destructive, but neither prevails over the other. 
This peculiarity of सत्प्रतिपक्ष was well expressed by the more 
significant name, प्रकरणसम ( Inconclusive ) which Gotama 
gave it. Gotama’s definition of प्रकरणसम is यस्मात्प्रकरणचिन्ता स 
निर्णयार्थमपदिष्टः प्रकरणसमः ।* प्रकरण is an argument,and its चिन्ता 
is the cur108i6y (जिज्ञासा) or expectancy (आकांक्षा) which is creat- 
ed in the course of the argument, and remains until itis satisfi- 
ed by a certain and well-grounded conclusion. An inference 
which is inconsequential owing to being counter-balanced [or 
opposed by a contrary inference of equal weight ] does not 
remove this प्रकरणाचिन्ता; and hence a प्रकरणसम is defined as 
‘a हेतु which though propounded for the purpose of giving 
a certain conclusion ( निर्णयार्थसपदिष्टः ) leaves the expecta- 
tion of a certain conclusion unfulfilled.’ Itis therefore प्रककण- 
सम, that is, as Vátsyáyana explains it, झकरणमनातिवर्तमान: 
‘always remaining in the, stage of a non-concluded argu- 
ment. ' The word सत्प्रतिपक्ष also conveys the same sense, but 
rather distantly. The author of Didhzt interprets ib 88 सन्‌ 


# G, 3. 1, 2, 48. 
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( Rama: ) विरोधिव्याप्तच्यादिमत्तया पराशइ्यमाणों Fa: 1विरोधिपरामशों 
बा यस्य परासइ्यमाणस्य हेतोरसी सत्प्रतिपक्षः | To understand this 
derivation, it must be observed that when there are two 
mutually destructive inferences containing the two €qs that 
are सत्प्रतिपक्ष of each other, the judgment is impeded because 
the two $gs give rise to distinct रामईs leading to quite 
contrary conclusions. It is needless perhaps to point out 
that a सत्प्रतिपक्ष wg is such, only so long as it is of equal 
weight with its contrary ( तुल्यबलयोरेव सत्परतिप्रक्षत्वे नातुल्यबलयो- 
रिति faa). As soon as the प्रतिपक्ष becomes stronger by any 


reason, the former ceases to be a सत्प्रतिपक्ष, and becomes 
a बाधित. Thus if there are two arguments, one in harmony 
with the Sruti or any other आत्तवाक्य, and the other opposed 


to it, the other one is बाधित on account of the greater weight 
of the former. 


Secr. LYI, असिद्धः e 


Futile reason is of three sorts: having non-existent subject, 
nonexistent reason, and non-existent concomitance. Non-existent 
subject is thus:—Skyey lotus is fragrant because it is a lotus like 


a lotus in a lake. Here skyey lotus 1s the subject, but it does 
not exist at all. A Non-existent reason is this:— Sound 


is a quality because it 18 ocular. Here Sound is not ocular 


as it is audible. Non-existent concomitance is one which in- 
volves a limitation or condition. Condition is that which 


pervades the thing to be proved, but is not pervaded by the 
reason. Pervasion of the thing to be proved means not having 


absolute negation co-existent with the thing; while non-per- 
vasion by reason means having absolute neg ation co-existing 
with the reason. In ‘the mountain is smoky because it has fire,’ 


contact with wet fuel is the condition. For instance, wherever 
there is smoke there ıs contact of wet fuel. Wherever there is 


fire, there is no contact of wet fuel; e. f there is no contact of 
wet fuel in an iron ball. Thus wet fuel is the condition because 
it pervades the thing to be proved and is not pervaded by the 
reason. Fieriness is a futile reason owing to the condition. 


1. The fourth हेत्वाभास is असिद्ध ‘ inconclusive or unproved 

^ reason, which Gotama calls साऽ्यसम(similar 

०० Dn to साध्य), on account of its being as doubt- 

ful a8 the greg." An असिद्ध हेतु 18 one that 

has the दोष called असिद्धि, and असिद्धि is defined by Udaya- 
* G.S, 1, 2, 49. 


क्र 
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náchárya as व्याप्तस्थ पक्षधर्मतया प्रमितिः सिद्धिस्तदभावः ‘absence of 
the सिद्धि which consists in the true cognition of the साध्य- 
व्याप्यहेतु 48 a property of the पक्ष: or, briefly speaking, असिद्धि 
is the non-production of परामर्श. Hence असिद्धि has been 
defined as any cause, other than a व्यभिचार (which gives rise 
to सव्यभिचार ), which obstructs the knowledge of qarasi. AS 
परामर्श (व्यातिविदिष्टपक्षधर्मताजञान) is composed of three elements, 
corresponding to the three terms of the syllogism, namely 
cara, पक्षता and पक्षधर्मता 0०7 हेतुता, the obstruction to the 
knowledge of परामई will be caused by a defect or error in 
the apprehension of any of its three constituents. Thus an 
असिद्ध हेतु naturally resolves into three varieties, formed 
according as the error lies inthe knowledge of पक्ष, or of हेतु or 
of sarf@. The first is called आश्रयासिद्ध, the second स्वरूपासिद्ध, 
and the third eqreqeamserz- 


2. Annambhatia only enumerates “the three varieties, 

» l without defining either असिद्ध in general or 
ee of its first two varieties. आश्रयासिद्ध is defined 
as पक्षतावच्छेदकाभाववत्पक्षकः, that is, ‘a हेतु 

the subject or place of which is devoid of the distinctive 
character of the supposed पक्ष, Thus in the example, “ A 
sky-lotus is fragrant, because itis a lotus," the reasoning 
would be correct if the पक्ष sky-lotus had been a real thing; 
but being only an imaginary thing, itis devoid of the essence 
of the supposed पक्ष, namely, गगनीयत्व, Here the पक्ष 18 not 
अरविन्द simply, but गगनीयत्वविशिष्ट or गगनीयत्वावच्छिन्न euíqer,and 
hence the पक्षतावच्छेदुक orthe essence of पक्षता is गगनीयत्व which 
never exists on an amez. In this case, being misled by the 
metaphorical application of the word अरविन्द to गगनाराविन्द we 
attribute the qualities of a real lotus to a fictitious thing,the 
existence of which is quite hypothetical or unproved. Here 
the qemraegaqani is गगनीयत्व, because it distinguishes गग नार- 
विन्द, the पक्ष in this case, from other lotuses; and as अरविन्द 
itself is a real thing, the falsity of गगनाराविन्द्‌ must be due 10 
the non-existence of its अबच्छेद्क) the गगनीयत्व, according to 
the maxim, when a property predicated 0६०७ qualified thing 
(विशिष्ट ) cannot reside iñ the qualified ( विशेष्य ), it is attri- 
buted to the qualification ( साति विशेष्ये बाघे विशिष्टा बुद्धिर्विशेषण- 
छुपसंक्रामति ), In the present instance there is 01 the पक्ष the 
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non-existence of the पक्षताबच्छेदकधर्म, that is, गगनीयत्व- An 
आश्रय or पक्ष however may be असिद्ध in two ways, either by 
being altogether non-existent, as in the above example, or 
by wanting the character of पक्षता, that is, सिषाधायिषावेरह etc. 
Take, for example, शारीरं हस्तादिमत्‌, हस्तादिमत्तयाप्रतीयमानत्वात. 
Here the हेतु being identical with the साध्य ( हस्तादिमत्त्व ), the 
argument is mere सिद्धसाधन, ‘proving whatisalready proved.’ 
As there is no सिङ्यभाव here, the wer is wanting in the 
essential character of qerar, and is therefore afag. Hence T. 
D. remarks under the next section that according to ancients 
सिद्धसाधन comes under आशभश्रयासिद्ध, while moderns regard it 
as a separate निग्रहस्थान and not a fallacy. 


3. The second variety स्वरूपासिद्ध non-existence, is so called, 
because in it the gw itself is असिद्ध; d.e. 

The second kind. now-existent on the पक्ष; as inthe example 
given in the text, the हेतु चाक्षुषत्व does not 

exist on grag. Other examples of स्वरूपासिद्ध are ऱ्हदो वह्निमान्‌ 
gard, घटः पृथित्री wear, सामान्यमनित्यं ऊतकत्वात्‌, or शशहादि- 
war विषाणित्वात्‌, in all of which it will be marked that the 
हेतु is non-existent on the पक्ष, It differs from आश्रयासिद्ध in 
this, that in the latter the आश्रय is either false or not a proper 
पक्ष, While in the former, both हेतु and आश्रय may be real 
things but there is no connection between them, or rather 
the negation of हेतु, and not the हेतु, resides in the yey. स्वरू- 
पासेद्ध has many sub-varieties, such as छुद्धासिद्ध, भागासिद्ध॑, 
विशेषणासिद्ध and विशेष्यासिद्ध, all of which ultimately resolve 
into the general characteristic that the wg, asit is taken, is 
non-existent on the पक्ष. .In this respect स्वरूपासिद्ध may be 
said to be complimentary to सव्याभिचार, सत्प्रतिपक्ष and बाधित. 
The three varieties of सव्यभिचार, as bas been already shown, 
turn on the existence or the non-existence of two of the five 
requisites of a agg, namely सपक्षसत्त्व and विपक्षव्यादत्ति; while 
amaga and बाधित are due to the neglect of the last two 
requisites: स्वरूपासिद्ध is due to the’absence of the first and 
the most important requisite, namely पक्षधर्सेत्व- Not that the 
@pis unreal .or:non-existent in itself, but that it lacks the 
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essential character of gar, namely पक्षधर्मता. The real defi- 
nition of à स्वरूपासिद्ध therefore 18 हेतोः पक्षादत्तित्वम- 


4. व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, non-existent concomitance or improper 
limitation, is defined by Annambhatta as ‘a 
Thethwd kind mark which has a ( suppressed) condition 
(उपाये), thatis, which is true conditionally 
only. T. K. and the older writers generally detine it as 
साध्यव्याप्यतावच्छेदकरहितो हेतुः ‘a mark which is devoid of the 
distinguishing attribute that is necessary to make it साध्य- 
sqm. When the gg, in the form in which it is given, is 
not known to be 2nvariably accompanied by the साध्य, itis 
not साध्यव्याप्य, that is, its sqrereq is असिद्ध or doubtful. Such 
a हेतु is wanting in the proper व्याप्यतावच्छेदकधर्म, either by 
excess when it is too generally stated, or by defect when 
it is unnecessarily restricted by a limitation that might be 
totally false or superfluous. Any way the हेतु is different 
from what it ought to be, and its साध्यव्याप्यत्व is therefore 
questionable. A स्वरूपासिद्ध gg does not exist on the qa; 
while a व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध is not znvariably associated with साध्य. 
In one the पक्षधर्पता is vitiated;in the other the san@ is 
faulty. The stock example is पर्वतो वह्विमान — WTSRTRWWHI: 
‘the mountain is fiery because it has golden smoke.’ Here 
although mere धूम is qanra, काञ्चनमयश्चम is not, for the 
additional epithet makes it a different thing which is not 
invariably associated with fire. In this example the व्याप्य- 
त्वावच्छेदक धर्म is not mere yaa but काथ्वनमयछ ममत्व or rather 
कायबनमयत्व, which does not exist on the हेतु ; and hence we is 
व्याप्यत्वासेद्ध 


5. So far there is not much difference of opinion, but an- 

dm. ak cients and moderns are as usual divided as 
ween ancients and to the exact scope of this fallacy. In the 
५५७४० above example, the epithet कोच्वनमय' is not 
only superfluous, but makes the gg unreal. e Suppose how- 
ever we have qddt वह्निमान्‌ «imum. Here although the 
adjective नील is superfluous, it does not make the हल actually 
false, and the argument will in spite of it be valid. Hence 
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the moderns do not regard it as a case of हेत्वाभास, but only 
a fault of language, called अधिक ( tautology ). The ancients 
however include the case under व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, because नीळत्व, 
being a needless limitation of gris as misleading as काश्चनमयत्वः 
und cannot therefore be the proper व्याप्यताबच्छेदक WWW. 
The reason why this is regarded as व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध fallacy by 
the ancients appears to be that the addition of the qualifica- 
tion नीलत्य conveys by implication that unqualified wa is 
not afgzarey, and that it is the limitation drew that 
brings it within the pale of the ewm. नीलत्व thus becomes 
व्याप्यताच्छेदक which it really is not. 


6. Now this असिद्धि of च्या may occur in two ways, either 

" when the concom:tance is not proved 

2 rp owing to its non-observance in any other 
place, or when it is actually proved to be 

false owing to the presence of some gq or condition. 
Accordingly there are two varieties of व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, (1) साध्ये- 
नासहचरितः ` not concomitant with qreq;’ and ( 2) सोपाधिक- 
साध्यसंबम्धः * concomitant with साध्य only conditionally.’ The 
instance of the first is शब्द; क्षणिकः सत्त्वात | यद्यत्सत्तत्क्षणिकं यथा 
धनः, Where the invariable concomitance of सत्त्व and क्षणिकत्ब 
is not proved. The cases of काo्चनमयधम and नीलम would 
also apparently come under this class, because there too the 
व्याति is not proved. The other variety is that of a conditional 
व्याप्ति andis ordinarily known as सोपाधिक हेतु. The familiar 
example of a सोपाधिक 15 पर्वतो धूमवान्‌ wg: where बाहे is not 
धूसव्याप्य absolutely, but becomes so only when we add the 


condition आद्रविन्धनसंयोगे साति; that is, fire in general is not 
invariably accompanied by smoke, but fire in contact with wet 
fuel is. Hence the हेतु in this case, namely eg, is made gren- 
amar only when we add to it the limitation आर्द्रेन्थनसंयोगवान. 
The हेतु is too widely stated and requires to be restricted 
fo make the san@ true. In one, sense this case is the 
converse of काञ्चनमय छूम - In that case the fallacy consisted in 
the addition ofan unnecessary restriction, while in this, it con» 
sists in the omission ofa necessary one.In both cages, however, 
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the व्याप्यतावच्छेदक is equally false, and hence the general defini- 
tion of a व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध applies to both. 
T. After having comprehended what errorem really 
is, the student will be in a position to 
ina understand and correctly estimate Ane 
nambhatia's statement that a सोपाधिक हेतु is 
व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, There is a difference of opinion as to the true 
meaning of this statement. S. C. takes it as a definition of 
व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, but it will be seen from what has been said 
above that सोपाधिक can properly be a definition of only one 
kind of व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, and does not at all apply to instances 
like काश्वनमयधम, On the other hand Nilakantha seems to 
take the statement not as a definition, but asa reply to 
those who class सोपाधिक as a separate हेत्वाभास. The inter- 
pretation of Nilakantha would undoubtedly be preferable, 
as it saves the author from a palpable error; but there is 
against it the unequivocal statement of T. ).-व्याप्यत्वासिद्धस्य' 
लक्षणमाह सोपाधिक इति- We have no choice therefore but 
to agree with S. C. in taking the sentence as a definition. 
There are only two suppositions on which Annambhatta’s 
definition can be reconciled with the general doctrine of 
व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, Either he included instances like काञ्चनमय” 
yara and शब्दः क्षणिकः सत्त्वात्‌ under सोपाधिक itself, or he 
relegated them to some other head of हुत्वाभास- Both sup- 
positions are plausible and may be partly true. In the in- 
ference, for example, srez: क्षाणिकः wara we can conceive of 
an उपाधि such as उत्पत्तिमच्त्वे सति, 07 ध्वंसभतियोगित्वे साते, so that 
ether and other eternal things may not be क्षणिक simply be- 
cause they exist. Thus the हेतु wer will be सोपाधिक-  Simi- 
larly we might regard काश्वनमयधछमातच्‌ ७४ ७7 instance of स्वरूपा- 
सिद्ध, since, there being no such thing as काञ्चनमय in the 
world, the हेतु is non-existent on the पक्ष, -In this manner 
we can perhaps justify Annambhatia’s definition; but the 
fact that it is inconsistent, with the express views of other 
eminent atithorities such as Gangesa, Raghundtha, and Vis- 
vandiha is undeniable. On the other hand there is a 
distinct school of writers who exclude even the सोपाधिक 
40 
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proper from the class of असिद्ध हेतु, and put it under सव्याभे- 
wm and their reasoning is very plausible. उपाधि, they say, 
vitiates व्यापि, Which in its turn destroys परामर्ह wn is 
therefore not a direct cause of अजुमोातेप्रतिबंध, gang pro- 

“duces व्यभिचार of व्याति, and that व्यभिचार obstructs the ag- 

| fafa. उपाधि therefore being अन्यथासिद्ध is not itself a हेसुदोष, 
the real दोष in all the सोपाधिक gus being the व्यभिचार which 
springs from wur. Hence सोपाधिक is in fact only a spe- 
cies of wafat. The difference between this view and 
the generally accepted opinion isthat the former includes 
the सोपाधिक under सव्यभिचार because there is the व्यभिचार, 
while the latter includes it under व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध because there 
is the असिद्धि of व्याप्ति’ 


8. A question here arises as to what distinction can be 


made between व्याभचार and असिद्धि of व्याप्ति? 


Asiddht distin- The distinction is important, because it is 
guished from Vya- : t à t 
bhichára. that on which the difference between a 


व्याप्यत्वासेद्ध and a साधारण qeqtasmepends. 
Apparently the two are identical, because both of them 


denote the break of the invariable concomitance of areq and 
Kg. The distinction is rather nicely drawn, but it is real. 
It is that व्यभिचार is positive while व्याप्यत्वासिद्धि is negative. 
व्यभिचार is the cause which actually disturbs the invariable 
concomitance; असिद्धि is only the absence of that concomitance. 
ब्यभिचार is the certainty that the व्याप्ति is false, असिद्धि is the 
uncertainty that it is real. व्याभिचार is therefore stronger 
and more palpable, while असिड occurs more frequently 
in practice and is not easily detected. Instances often 
occur in which we strongly suspect that the generalization 
is imperfect, but we cannot positively say why it is so. 
The example grag: क्षाणिकः सत्त्वात्‌ is of this kind, for we can 
neither say that srfüppeq and Weg are associated, nor that 
they are not. To take à common instance, both gravity and 
elasticity being common properties of all matter are found in- 
 Yariahly associated with each other; and yet we cannot say that 
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one is व्याप्य of the other. The concluding remark of N. B., 
where this distinction is expressed in a peculiarly technical 
language, though somewhat obscure, amonnts to the same 
thing. T.D.'s dictum that in साधारण there is an अव्यभि- 
चाराभाव, 2. ८. व्याभिचार, While in व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध there is बिशिष्ट- 
व्याप्तचभाव, iS really the same distinction expressed in a slight- 
ly different way. In साधारण we are assured of the non- 
existence of व्याभिचाराभाव, 1. e. of the actual existence of 
व्यभिचार, while in असिद्ध we are certain only of the non-exist- 
ence of व्याक्ति, but cannot positively say whether there isau 
actually व्यभिचरित व्याति. 


9. व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध has been defined as सोपाधिक, but the mean- 

के ing of the latter phrase cannot be under- 
Updadhs stood unless we know what an उपाधि is. 
सोपाधिक is a हेतु that is true conditionally y 

but what is a condition ? Htymologically the word उपाधि is 
interpreted by Udayanáchárya as उप समीपर्बातीने आदधाति संक्रा 
मयति स्वीयं घर्ममित्युपाधिः, 101858 8 thing which imparts its own 
property to another object placed in its vicinity, as a red 
flower which makes the crystal placed over it look like a 
ruby by imparting to it its own redness, not really but seem- 
ingly. The flower is therefore the उपाधि. Similarly the all- 
pervading Asdsa appears to have dimensions and form when 
circumscribed in a jar, because the परिमितत्व of its उपाधि the 
we is for the time being imparted to it. उपाधि is therefore 
the condition or the surrounding circumstances, individually 
and collectively, which give a thing its distinctive cha- 
racter for the time being, and make it look as it appears 
tous. Although therefore a thing may generally belong 
to a class, its specific character by which we usually 
distinguish the thing from other species or individuals of 
the same class is given to it by its पाथिः. Thus though 
smoke may be generally said to be produced from fire, the 
specific and immediate cause of its production is the pre- 
sence of wet fuel, for it is wet fuel that, when ignited, in- 
variably gives out smoke. There is therefore an ipvariabls 
concomitance (व्याप्ति) between wet fuel and smoke, for the smokg 


316 Tarka—Sangraha. [ sgot. tvi, 


being the immediate effect of wet fuel, cannot exist without 
its cause, the wet fuel. In other words wer is आद्रेन्धनसंयोगव्याप्य, 
and आरे न्धनसंयोग is the व्यापक of um. Itis not however a 
general rule that wet fuel exists wherever there is fire, for 
fire may exist on dry fuel or without any fuel at all, as in a 
red-hot iron ball. Therefore आार्द्रॅन्धनसंयोग is not the व्यापक 
of arg. Thus afea, which is the उपाधि of छम, that 
is, the invariable condition on which the production of smoke 
depends, may be described as धूमव्यापकत्वे साति वह्लचव्यापकः, that 
is, it is more extensive than धूम and less extensive than qà. 
Jt is intermediate between the two, and is in fact the differ- 
ence by which the range of wm is smaller than the range of 
ate: If we take the figure on p. 286 it will correspond to the 
gnomen EKG, which added to the smaller square of smoke 
makes the larger one representing fire. When therefore we 
reason पर्वतो WHATS वङ्गः, this उपाधि invariable checks ug. For 
if this syllogism is valid, wg being the साध्य must be the 
व्यापक ofthe mg «fg. But आर्द्रेन्धनर्सयोंग is already shown to 
be the व्यापक of wr: a fortiori आद्रेत्धनसंयोग, must be 
the व्यापक of ave. Itis however shown to be the अब्यापक 
of wíg. The same thing thus becomes both व्यापक and 


अव्यापक of वाह, which is absurd. Hence the inference पर्वतो 
yaara Wa: cannot be valid, that is, the हेतु ar@ is not a waq 
but a हेत्वाभास. 

We can deduce the same conclusion by direct reasoning. 
आर्द्रैन्धनसंयोग is the व्यापक of wer and afa isthe व्यापक of the 
संयोग. A fortiori बाह is always the व्यापक of धुम, and can never 
be a proper हेतु for inferring the «we, since a हेतु must be 
always the व्याप्य of its साध्य. A syllogism therefore, having धूम 
for its साध्य, and ata for its हेतु or साधन isrendered invalid on 
account of the presence of the उपाधि, i. e. आद्रेन्धचनसंयोग, which 
being धूमाव्यापक and agteqras may by expressed by the general 
formula, साध्यव्यापकत्वे सति साधनाव्यापकः. This is in fact the de- 
finition of उपाधि given by Annambhatta, a definition which 
he has borrowed from  Udayanáchárya. In a valid gyllo- 


gsm, guch as पर्वतो arara धूमात्‌, there is no such उपाधि 


SUOT LVI. | Ni ote. 31 ri 


DUM allie 


because there af% and ya being साध्य and साधन respectively 
आद्रेल्वतसंयोग is not साध्यव्यापक and साधनाव्यापक. The defini- 
tions of साध्यव्यापकत्व and साधनाव्यापकत्व given in the text are 
easily understood. The first is the quality of never being 
the प्रतियोगि of any absolute negation co-existing with the साध्य, 
or more shortly, the property of never being absent where 
the साय is present. The second of course 18 Just the opposite 
of this. 


10. T. D. notices four kinds of उपाधे:--(1) that which co- 
vers the साध्य absolutely, that is, universal 
DA. kinds of — |y: (2) that which covers it only iu that- 
form in which it exists on the qaq; (3) that 
which covers it only when it is associated with साधन) and 
lastly (4) that which exists in the साध्य independently. amz- 
स्थनसंयोग 18 an instance of the first kind, because it co-exists 
with smoke everywhere. An instance of the second kind is 
उद्भूतरूपबत्त्व (manifested colour ) in the inference qrg: प्रत्यक्ष 
प्रत्यक्षस्पशाअरयत्वात, because प्रत्यक्षस्प्शाश्रयत्व co-exists with प्रत्य- 
ar only when it is accompanied by उडूतरूपवत्त्व But this 
उडूतरूपवत्त्व is not a necessary condition £07 meyara of all kinds 
since it does not exist in सानसप्रत्यक्ष. उद्भतरूपवत्त्व is necessary 
for only that kind of प्रत्यक्ष which is possible in the case of a 
thing like air, that is, the warar of external objects. Hence 
उद्धतरूपवत्त्व 18 an उपाधि for बहिदरव्यप्रत्यक्षत्व Only, that is, प्रत्यक्षत्व 
as limited by a property ( बाहिद्रेव्यत्व ) residing in the पक्ष, viz 
बायु. 

The third is still more complex. In the instance sigt 
विनाशी जन्यत्वात्‌, भावत्व 18 the उपाधि because the serm, 
यद्यज्ञन्यं तत्तद्विनाशि is true of भाव things only, and requires 
to be limited by the qualification भावत्वे साते. भावेत्व is a 
necessary condition for a thing being अनित्य, only when 
the thing is a product, since प्रागभाव though not a भाववस्तु is 
both अजन्य and अनित्य. भावत्व is therefore the उपाधि of the 
अनित्यत्व of products, not of non-products, that is, it is जन्य॑त्वा- 
बच्छिन्मनित्यत्वव्यापक- But in the above instance sre being 
the साधन, and आनित्यत्व ce of pium साध्य पाविन्‌ 
Nilakantha here reads 
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प्रागसाव instead of बस the पक्ष of the syllogism, and adds the 
remark अत्र जन्यत्वं पक्षधर्मो न संभवतीति साधनावच्छिन्नसाध्यवयापकत्व- 
घदटितलक्षणम्‌- But this appears to be wrong, for the syllogism, 
as put by Nilakantha, will be an instance of स्वरूपासिद्ध where 
हेतु does not exist on the पक्ष, and not of सोपाधिक or व्याष्यत्वा- 
fag. The appended comment is also incorrect, because the 
उपाधि here is साधनावाच्छिन्नसाध्यव्यापक not because जन्यत्व is not 
3 पक्षघर्म, but because the उपाधि itself cannot be a पक्षधर्मः 
Another instance of this kind of gq is गर्भस्थो मित्रातनयः 
sure, मित्राततयत्वात , मित्रातनयवत्‌ ‘the unborn son of the woman 
named Af;á is dark-coloured, because he is à son of Mirá, 
like his elder brothers. Here ज्ञाकपाकजत्व is an उपाधि because 
the dark colour is found only in those sons of Mirá who 
were born when their mother had eaten only vegetables and 
not ghee. Other sons of Mirá born after eating ghee are 
not dark-coloured, while eating of vegetables is not/'known 
to produce dark colour anywhere except in AMitrá!s sons. 


The fourth kind of उपाधि is प्रागभावो बिनाशी प्रमेयत्वात, where 
भावत्व is उपाधि because only those knowable things that are 
भावरूप ( and not अत्यन्ताभाव ) are destructible. But again भावत्व 
is à condition Lor अनित्यत्व only when the thing isa product; 
that is, 16 18 the उपाधि of जन्यत्वावच्छिन्नानित्यत्व, where जन्यत्व 
being neither the साधन nor ७ पक्षधर्म is an उदासीनधर्मः Hence 
in this case the उपाधि is उदासीनधर्माबाच्छिन्ञ.* 


Secr. LVIL, ara: 


A reason is false where the negation of the thing to be 
proved is established by unother proof, e. g. frre s cold as it 
ts substance. Here coldness is the thing to be proved, and 
its negaton «s hotness which is cogmzed by touch-perception. . 
Hence tt 18 futile. 

l. The special characteristic of बाधित has been already ex- 
plained in distinguishing it from सत्पातिपक्षः T 
Annambhatia defines it as ‘a हेतु designed 
tc prove a साध्य, the negation of which is 


Absurd or Conira- 
dicted reason. 


g 


aioe MÀ IS चिता 
कक... ऑन, —— 


~ Ce 


* For a fuller explanation of the doctrine of उपाधि see B. P, 137-9 
and B.M. luv. cii. calc. ed .pp. 123-5, See also Appendix 4 to this edition, 
t See Note under Sec, 54 p. 307 Supra, 
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ascertained by another and presumably a more authoritative 
proof ;’ for if the other proof is not stronger, it will not 
prevail and the first हेतु will not be बाधित or contradicted. 
Annambhatia’s definition of बाधित is in conformity with 
the opinion of the ancient school that the knowledge of the 
साध्याभाव obtained by the other proof must be a certain and 
right knowledge ( प्रमात्मक ). Raghundtha Siroman and other 
moderns, however, think that it need not be घ्रमात्मक. Gangesa’s 
definition प्रसितसाध्याभाववत्पक्षको बाधितः, of which Annam- 
bhatta’s definition is only a paraphrase, is simple and toler- 
ably correct; but it requires one important qualification, 
viz. अनवच्छिन्न, in order to prevent it from applying in the 
case of an अव्याप्यद्धत्ति धर्म- Thus when we say कपिसंयोगवानयं 
ger, the same पक्ष get will have the साध्य 2. ०. संयोग 17 one 
part (शाखावच्छेदेन), and संयोगाभाव in another part (मूलावच्छेदेन); 
and yet, the inference will not be बाधित. It is therefore de- 
clared that in बाधित the ascertainment of साध्याभाव must be 
with respect to the whole पक्ष, and nota part of it only. 
The complete definition therefore is पक्षनिष्ठानवाच्छिन्नसाध्याभाव- 
ara: The varieties of this बाधित are enumerated, according 
as the thing apprehended by the other proof is पक्ष, or साध्य- 
प्रतियोगि) or हेतु, and according as the other proof is प्रत्यक्ष, 
अनुमान; उपमान, Or शब्द 


2, lt may be remarked by the by that there exists much 

confusion as to the correct reading of 

Correct reading स्पार्शनप्रत्यक्षेण, among different copies and 

commentators, probably owing to the 

doubt whether there can be a स्पार्दनप्रत्यक्ष of उष्णत्व; but there 

ought to be no reasonable doubt on the point after what 
has been already said as to the perception of qualities.+ 


3. The five **fallaecious reasons" having been explained, 
we may now take a brief survey of all of 

11” them together, in order to understand, if 
possible, what genera? principle underlies 


the classification given in the text, and ,with what limita- 
® a 
[न 


* Bhimáchárys : Nydya-koéa, 2nd ed. p. 554. 
a 
T See Note 2 under Sec, 43 p. 222 Supra, 
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tions it is to be accepted. In the first place, even a cursory 
glance will show that the five हेत्वाभास3 do not exhaust all 
the kinds of fallacies that are liable to be committed in the 
course of reasoning. They are professedly हेत्वाभास8 only, 
that is, fallacies of the हेतु or middle term of the syllogism. 
But our daily experience shows that the other terms, the 
major and the minor are equally capable of hiding fallacies 
of their own, even though the middle be faultless. The two 
Illicit Processes of major and minor in English logic are 
distinctly fallacies of this latter kind. Again there are other 
fallacies which are as it were extra-logical, and which can- 
not be said to belong to particular terms, either because a 
premise is false in fact though correct in form, as ina 
Petitio Principii, or because the argument is totally irrele- 
vant, as in an Jgnoratio Elenchi. What place is provided 
for these in Sanskrit logic? Or is it that they were not re- 
garded as fallacies in India? The latter case is certainly 
not posible, for an argument once invalid is invalid wher- 
ever you go. So that either these fallacies must be includ- 
ed in some one or other of the five classes of हेत्वाभास men- 
tioned above, or that there must be a separate group or 
groups of fallacies not alluded to by Annambhatia, A 
perusal of the standard works on Nydya shows that both 
surmises are partially true. Like the हेत्वाभास some writers 
treat of other kinds of amatas also, such as a पक्षाभास and a 
हष्टान्ताभास, which are as much fallacies as the हेत्वाभास8, and 
many of which have their exact equivalents in English 
logic. And that is just as it should be, for if the हेतु is 
liable to be mis-conceiyed and mis-stated, so are the पक्ष, 
the साध्य and the दृष्टान्त. Many of these आभास's and especially 
those of gwrea are enumerated in old works.* Again Gotama 
mentions numerous fallacies of argument under the two heads 
of जाति and, निग्रहस्थीन, of which the हेत्वाभास8 form only a sub- 
division. Apart from these there are found in practiGe many 


—— M M M M e t 
* See for instances of these Nydya-Bindu Tikd, Bibl, Ind p.91 et. seg. 
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complex cases of bad reasoning such as अन्योन्याश्रय, अनवस्था 
and चक्रक. Strictly speaking therefore the so-called हेत्वाभासः 
mentioned in Vyéya manuals form only a part of the possi- 
ble fallacies. 


4. A little consideration however will show that all the 
varieties of आभास can be reduced to a हेत्वा- 

Pun OE d WE- E fallacy, in whatever part of the 
bhásas syllogism it may lie, can by stating the 
syllogism in a logical form be reduced to 

some improper use of the mzddle term in one or both the 
premises. The middle term, being the link which connects 
the subject and the predicate of the conclusion, determines 
in fact the character of the whole syllogism; and so if the 
latter is invalid the invalidity must in one way or another 
arise froma some defect in the connecting link. Not that 
other parts of the syllogism may not be faulty, but the 
faults can, by re-stating the syllogism ina suitable form, 
be transferred to the middle term. This is rendered much 
easier in the Sanskrit syllogism than in the English, owing 
to the peculiar form of the former. The chief thing re- 
quired for a valid अनुमिति in Sanskrit is a correct परामर्शः and 
a परामर्श, Which is composed of'three constituent elements, , 
पक्षता, पक्षधर्मता and व्याह्ति, is correct only when its three com- 
ponents are faultless. Hence all the faults of a syllogism 
must belong to some one of these three things. When the 
fault lies in the पक्षधर्मता or हेतुता, ib is of course a हेत्वाभास 
proper. The fault lies in qarar only when the पक्ष or minor term 
is a totally unreal thing, such as गगनाराबिन्दू, or when it is a 
thing on which the हेतु does not reside. Either way the हेतु 
or middle term cannot be predicated of the minor, and the 
two cases fall under आश्रयसिद्ध and स्वरूपासिद्ध respectively. 
A third case occurs in English logic, namely that of Ici ' 
Process of minor in which the terth is undistributed in the 
premise, though distributed in the conelusion. But this 
case is not possible in the Sanskrit syllogism, because there, 
as has been already pointed out," the पक्ष or minor term is 


RR PPADS aaa D ME 


_ * Bee Note on p, 274, Supra, 


392 Tarka—Sangraha. [ SEOT, Lvn. 


always universal. The minor premise, :. e. the हेतुवाक्य, be- 
ing always in the universal affirmative, the minor term is 
never undistributed in the premise. Lastly when the fault 
lies in the द्यापि, it can always be traced to a व्याभिचरित ora 
सोपाधिक हेतु. 

5. Leaving aside all material or non-Logical fallacies 
which are ultimately reducible to some 
fault in the व्याप्ति, the strictly Logical or 
formal fallacies recognized by European 
logicians fall under four heads, 1. Unmdistributed middle, 2. 
the two 2८८2८2 Processes ( of major and minor ), 8. Negative 
premises for affirmative conclusion and ee versa, and 4. 
four or more terms*. Now the first of these expressly per- 
tains to the middle term, while the Uic Processes have 
been shown to be impossible in Sanskrit. The Zie 01207" 
is Impossible, because if the mayor term is to be distributed 
in the conclusion, the conclusion must be negative; but a 
negative conclusion is inadmissible in Vydya logic. An 
Illicit Minor would require an undistributed menor term iu 
the premise which is also impossible in Sanskrit. The 
other two kindsare resolvable into Ambdzguous Middle. All the 
Semi-Logical fallacies also come under Ambiguous Middle. So 
all possible fallacies are- reduced to three classes, non- 
logical fallacies coming under व्याप्तिदोष, the Undistributed 
Middle and the Amé:guous Middle. Of these the Undistri- 
buted Middle is not possible in Sanskrit, as the व्याप्तिवाक्य 
Which corresponds to the mayor premise is always in the 
form of a universal proposition, and must have a universal 
middle for its subject. But more of this later. The Ambigu- 
ous Middle is nothing more than an असिद्ध or अप्रासिद्ध हेतुः 
Thus we see that ull fallacies are ultimately reducible to 
some defect in the 3g or middle term. The same can be 
shown to hold good in the English syllogism if all the 


-moods are reduced to the only valid and proper mood, 
Barbara. i 


Fallacws in. Eu- 
ropean Logic. 


z 
* Whately: Elements of Loge, bk. III, 8 2, 
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6. Nowletusconsider the fallacies mentioned in the older 
works on Nyéya, which do not apparently 
belong to the Eg. The twenty-four ands 
mentioned by Goteama* are nothing more 
than arguments based on false analogy or false distinction, 
and can be easily reduced to हेत्वाभास. Of the twenty-two 
नियहस्थान8 or points where an adversary can be caught or 
defeated, some like अर्थान्तर, पुनरुक्त and निरर्थक are merely 
tricks usually resorted to by a disputant inorder to confound 
his rival, and which his rivalis therefore taught to expose 
at once. Others like अविज्ञातार्थ, अननुभाषण, अप्रातिभा and qå- 
नुयोज्योपेक्षण are only possible in long-continued controversies, 
and have nothing to do with the syllogism. They are dia- 
lectical lapses rather than fallacies of a particular argu- 
ment, and belong therefore to the province of Rhetoric, not 
Logic. Only seven of these twenty-twg ‘catching points,’ viz. 
प्रतिज्ञाहानि) प्रतिज्ञान्तर, प्रतिज्ञाविरोध, प्रतिज्ञासंन्यास, हेत्वन्तर, अप- 
सिद्धान्त and हेत्वाभास, can have any pretentions to be called 
logical fallacies. Of these the first four and the last but one 
are manifestly cases where the disputant is inconsistent with 
himself, and his conclusion does not therefore follow from 
his premises. हेत्वन्तर occurs where he employs one हेतु in 
हेतुवाक्य and another in the en. All these are cases of 
व्यभिचरित हेतु. The fallacies proper are therefore included in 
the last निग्रहस्थान, named हेत्वाभास- Similarly it can be shown 
that there can be no पक्षाभास OT SuTHRITHTW 07 दृष्टान्तामास apart 
from the garara. पक्षाभास or a misleading minor falls under 
आश्रयासिद्धः व्याप्तचाभास or false generalization is nothing but a 
व्यभिचरित or आसिद्ध cane, and is included in अनैकान्तिक or 
व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध हेत्वाभासः दृष्ठान्ताभास also falls under the same, as it 
is not a दोष in itself, but acts by vitiating the sant. If we say 
नित्यः Asada घटवत्‌, the example घट is a दृष्टान्ताभास, 
because neither साध्य nor साधन exists on we. Again, if we say 
रागादिमानयं पुरुषों मरणधर्मत्वाद्रथ्यापरुषवत्‌, the रथ्याएरुष 18 5 
दृष्टान्ताभ[स because रोगादिभत्त्व being doubtful in the man pass- 
sor tna PER eR RE 
* ७.8, V, I, 1 ; and T, D. p. 64. 
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ing in the street, the gwrea is not निश्चितसाध्यवान्‌ All such 
cages of false or doubtful instances give rise to व्याभिचारितव्यात्ति 
and go under अनैकान्तिक or आसिद्ध There are some miscellane- 
ous fallacies such as साधनाप्रसिद्धि, साध्याप्रसिद्धि etc. which are 
असिद्ध tas under different names. Lastly the complex fallacies 
known as अन्योन्याअय, अनवस्था and चक्रक are only series of 
two or more invalid syllogisms. In this way the five हेत्वाभास8 


named in the text can be shown to include all the possible 
cases of fallacious arguments. 


7. The narrowing down of the circle of fallacies to the 
single head of हेतुदोष' has the great advan- 
The advantage of tage of facilitating their detection. In the 
the five-fold classi- : ; t s 
fication. English syllogism you have first to examine 
all she three terms separately, then the 
form of each premise, and then the material truth of 
the major premise. In Sanskrit you have only to look to a 
single term, namely the हेतु, and see whether it possesses all 
the five requisites of a good हेतु. If it lacks any one of them 
you can at once pronounce that the argument is invalid. 
Then find out which requisite is wanting. If पक्षधर्मत्व is 
absent, the fallacy is either आश्रयासिद्ध or asme If 
सपक्षसत्त्व is wanting, it is असाधारण or अनुसंहारि. If विपक्षव्यादात्ते 
is not found, it is साधारणानैकान्तिक or व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध In 
विरुद्ध the amf is just the opposite of that assumed, and 
hence you will find both सपक्षसत्त्व and विपक्षव्याद्तत्ति 7100 only ` 
absent, but actually reversed, that is, you will find 
सपक्षव्यादात्ते and विपक्षसत्त्वः The last two हेत्वाभास8 are only 
special cases of false or imperfect generalization. Of these 
varieties the two that are most insidious and occur most fre- 
quently in practice are साधारण and व्याप्यत्वासेद्ध; and as these are 
caused by incorrect generalization, you have only to state the 
व्याक्ति in the form already provided qag तत्तत्‌ 07 यत्र यत्र-तत्र तत्र; 
' and then see whether the erg as stated is warranted by ex- 
perience. Ifit is not, it is व्यभिचरित and the syllogisin is in- 
valid, Inthe Aristotelian syllogism the multiplication of 
A 


E 
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figures and moods only breeds confusion and makes the de- 
tection of fallacies often difficult. The Naiyiyikas, profiting 
by the vast resources of the Sanskrit language, have con- 
siderably minimized this difficulty by providinga single form 
of syllogism which is both the simplest and the most elas- 
tic at the same time. It is capable of conveying even the 
most complex ideas in the fewest words possible. For ex- 
ample nothing is more difficult in English than to odvert a 
proposition, that is, to change an affirmative into negative 
and vice versa; and yet in Sanskrit you can do this 
at once by simply adding अभाव to the word. This has 
enabled the Naiydy:kas to dispense with all negative moods 
and thus reduce the syllogism to the single form Barbara.* 
They have thereby avoided all fallacies arising from non- 
distribution of terms. Inthis way they have narrowed the 
circle of formal fallacies to the single case of ‘ ambiguous ’ 
middle,’ and reduced all material fallacies to à ध्यभिचरित or 
असिद्ध व्यापि- 


/ 8. Jtisa useful exercise to convert the Aristotelian and 

the Sanskrit syllogisms into each other. 

Conversion of Nav They have each their special characteris- 
pedale tics, and allowance must be made for 
them before an English syllogism is con- 

verted into Sanskrit or vice versa. The principal rule of 
conversion is, always reduce an English syllogism to the 
form Barbara before converting it into Sanskrit, and that 
conversely when a Sanskrit न्याय is to-be put into an English 
garb, make such modifications as are necessary to put it in 
the most natural form sanctioned by the rules of English 
logic. Ina valid argument the rule may be sometimes 
ignored without much inconvenience, but when the argu- 
ment is fallacious, its neglect 1s likely to mislead the stu- 
dent by making the detection of fallacies difficult. The most 
striking difference between English and, Sanskrit logic 
is the absence in the latter of any distinction correspond~ 


ing to the formal and gaterial fallacies, or as «Aristotle 
a 
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termed them, fallacies 2 dictione (in form ) and those extra 
dictionem (outside-form). The reason of this has been already 
explained. The form ofthe Sanskrit syllogism is so strict and 
circumscribed that an argument put into it is at once reduced 
to a mere mathematical equation. The chance of any fallacy 
lurking in words is therefore reduced to à minimum. Wha- 
tely divides the formal fallacies into two groups, one of 
purely logical, comprising the two 22८४८८८ processes and the 
Undistribuied middle, and the other of Ambiguous middle, 
called semi-logical. We have seen that fallacies of the first 
group are totally absent in Sanskrit since they are strictly 
formal. The semi-formal or semi-logical fallacy of ambiguous 
middle is found, exactly because it is partly material ; and 
even that, when stated in Sanskrit, assumes the- character 
of a material fallacy, namely सोपाधिकहेतु. The ambiguity of 
the middle term becomes the उपाधि in Sanskrit, and when 
once that उपाधि is ascertained, we immediately know that the 
व्याप्ति is व्यभिचरित, which is a material fallacy. Not that no 
formal fallacies are possible in Sanskrit. There are some of 
them of the kind known in English as the fallacy of four terms 
or paronymous terms ; but when analysed they are reduced to 
either स्वरूपासिद्ध 07 व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध. 


9. Now we shall illustrate our remarks by a few examples:— 
I. Take, an Illicit Process of Major: 
han ote Ang Whatever is universally believed is true ; 
God's existence is not universally believed; 
.. It is not true. 
Or stated more simply:— 
All universally-believed things are true ; 
God’s existence is not a universally-believed thing ; 
.. God's existence is not true. 


This is an invalid mood (AE E) of the first figure and, 
the major term ‘true’ is distributed in the conclusion but un~ 


"n 
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distributed in the premise. As we must have all affirmative 
propositions in Sanskrit, obvert the minor premise and the 
conclusion in the above; so we have:— 


All universally believed things are true; 
God’s existence is a not-universally-believed things 
“५ God's existence is a not-true ( untrue ) thing. 
Translated into Sanskrit this will run :— 
ईश्वरसत्त्यमप्रमाणम्‌ | 
असर्वपरिग्रहीतत्वात्‌ ०7 सर्वपरिग्रहीतत्वाभावात्‌ । 
यत्र यत्र सर्वपरिग्रहीतत्व॑ तत्र प्रमाणत्वस्‌ यथा घटादौ । 

Here it will be seen that the व्याप्ति is not proper because 
the two terms in it do not correspond to gg and साध्य. But 
the general proposition is true; hence its correct व्यात्रिक 
will be यत्र यत्राप्रमाणत्व॑ तत्र॒ तत्र सर्वपरिगरहीतत्वाभावः; that is, a- 
प्रमाणत्व Which is the साध्य in the syllogism here is सर्वपारिग्ही- 
तत्वाभावव्याप्य /. ८. साधनव्याप्य. Thus the हेतु in this syllogism 
15 the व्यापक of साध्य and not साध्यव्याप्य, as it always is in 
a valid syllogism; hence itis सोपाधिक or व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध. Or 
after translating the syllogism into Sanskrit, we may supply 
a व्यापते of our own that will suit it, namely यत्र qa सर्वपरिग्रही- 
तत्वाभावस्तच्वाप्रमाणत्वम॒ यथा झुक्तिरजते, Here if we had any 
विपक्षद्वष्टान्त where 51७ हेतु (असर्वपरिग्रहीतत्व) co-existed for certain 
with the artarara ( प्रमाणत्व ), the fallacy whould have been 
साधारण, Now the व्यतिरेक of this latter व्याप्ति is aa यत्र qaror- 
त्वें तत्र सर्वपारिशहीतत्वम्‌, Which when retranslated into English 
becomes : “ All true things are universally believed "^; but 
this is not the true converse of the major premise already 
given, and hence it is false. Thus an Je process of major 
in English becomes व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध in Sanskrit; while a व्याप्य- 
त्वासिद्ध, when converted into English, will be either an 
Illicit major or a material ‘fallacy, named by Whately the 
Fallacy of undue assumption. 


II. Take now an example of an “ ambiguous middle." 
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All angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles; 
A B C is an angle of a triangle ; 


*. A B (0 is equal to two right angles. 


This is called a Fallacy of Division and Composition, be- 
cause the middle term, ‘angles of a triangle’ is taken collec- 
tively in the mayo. and distributively in the menor premise. 


In Sanskrit it will be :— 


अर्य कोणो ह्विसमकोणसमः । 
त्रिकोणस्थितकोणत्वात | 
चे चे बिकोणस्थिताः कोणास्त हिंममकाणसमाः | 


This is स्वरूपासिद्ध, 970 the fallacy at once appears by, ex- 
pressing the ewrí& correctly, qa यत्र त्रिकोणस्थितकोणसझ॒दायत्वं त्र 
दिससकोणसमत्वम्‌- The real साध्यव्याप्य हेतु is not कोण simply but 
Smaga, Which does not exist on the qar; hence the हेतु is | 
aeng. Or you can say that the real हेतु is त्रिकोणस्थितको- 
णान्यतरत्व, Which is not साध्यव्याप्यः and then the fallacy will 
be असाधारण. | 

IIL Take another example of an “ambiguous middle," 


called Fallacıa accidents or Fallacia a dicto secundum 
quid ad dictum simpliciter: — 


What is bought in the market is eaten; 
Raw meat is bought in the market; 
., Baw meat is eaten. 
Which converted into Sanskrit becomes:— 
od भक्षणीयम | 
आपणक्रीतत्वात्‌ | 
- यद्यदापणक्रीतं तत्तद्धक्षणीयम्‌ | 


Here the हेतु is सोपाधिक and the व्यापि is incorrect because 
there is an implied condition भक्षणयोग्यत्वे साते, In the orig- 
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inal, the middle term, ‘a thing bought inthe market’ implies 
in the major premise **as to its substance only," in the 
minor “as to itscondition and circumstances.” Itis therefore 
ambiguous. 


IV. Take this argument in a circle:— 
Every rule has exceptions; 
This is a rule; 
*, This rule ( viz. that every rule has exceptions) 
has exceptions. 


.. Some rules have no exceptions. 
In Sanskrit it will be:— 


“नियममात्रं व्यभिचरती'ति नियमो व्यभिचारी i 
नियमत्वात्‌ । 
यत्र यत्र नियसत्वं तज्ज तत्र व्यभिचारित्वं | 


This is साधारण because there is no बिपक्षदृष्टान्त on which 
both साध्य and साधन are known to be absent. 


V. Take another case of an Ambiguous middle. 
Water is liquid; 
ice is waters 
.'. Ice is liquid. 
This equals to:— 
हिमं द्रवरूपस्‌ । 
जलीयत्वात | 


यद्यज्ञलीयं तदद्ववरूपं यथा सरित्सञ्चद्रादि । 
This is also साधारण, for we know that जलीयत्व resides on 
the विपक्ष करकादि where there is 10 sew. 
Vis Take this syllogism in the third figure:— 


All books are Liable to err; 
42 
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All books are human productions; 
'. All human productions are hable to err. 

Here the conclusion is right but it does not follow trom 
the premises, the only legitimate conclusion from them 
being ‘Some human productions etc.,’ when it will be Darapti 
in the Third Figure. The fallacy is lle Minor. Translated 
into Sanskrit, the above syllogism will be:— 

मानवरूतिमान्न प्रमादार्हस | 
पुस्तकत्वात्‌ i 
TA यत्र WAHT TA तत्र प्रमदाहईत्वम | 
This is clearly भागासिद्ध, 
VII. Lastly take this stock instance of Undistrebuted 
All is not gold that glitters; 
Glass glitters; 
.. Glass is not gold. 
= Some things that glitter are not gold; 
Glass is a thing that glitters; 
.. Glass is not gold, 
= काचो न gau । 
तेजास्वित्वात्‌ । 
यत्र यत्र तेजस्वित्वं तत्र तत्र सवर्णत्वाभावः यथा हीरके | 
Here the व्याप्ति is व्यभिचरित,९०२५४९ there is no बिपक्षदष्टान्त on 
which तेजास्वित्व is absent, and hence the fallacy is साधारण, 


100, To convert a Sanskrit syllogism into English is much 
| „easier because there you have the argument 
Examples of Sans- ; re 
krit Syllogisms. ——— already put into a syllogistic form. 


I. Tius take for example:— * e 
° यागीया हिसा5्थमस्य TAT | 


e 
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हिसात्वात | 
या या हिसा साउधर्मस्य जनिका । 
This is सोपाधिक with निषिद्धत्व as उपाधि, and will become 
in English :— 
Animal-killing is sinfal ; 
A sacrifice is killing of an animal; 
A sacrifice is sinful. 


Here if you insert ‘all’ before the subject in the major 
premise, it becomes false, and the fallacy is that of undue 
assumption; or the word + killing’ may be said to be used 
in two different senses in the major and minor premises, when 
it is ‘ ambiguous middle ° or ‘the fallacy of four terms.’ If 
you do not insert ‘all’ in the major premise, then it is a 
fallacy of’ U ndistributed middle 


II. Or take an असाधारण-सव्यभिचार :— 
जीवच्छरीरं व्यापारवत्‌ | 
प्राणादिमत्त्वात्‌ | 
यद्यत्‌ प्राणादिमत्तङ्यापारवत्‌ । 

Which in English is equal to:— 

All living things have motion; 
Our body is a living thing; 
„Our body has motion. 


Here the major term is not distributed in the premise, 
and hence the fallacy is an Jilicit process of major. The 
illustrations given in this as well as in the last preceding 
note will show that no hard and fast rule can be laid down 
as to the correspondence of any हेत्वाभास with any particular 
English fallacy or vice versa. lt is the mode of conversion 
that determines them, and cases often occur in which the 
same हेत्वाभास when converted differently gives different 
fallacies. 
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Sect. LYI. उपमानम्‌. 


Comparison is the immediate Cause of Analogy. Analogy is 
the knowledge of the connection of a name with the object 
denoted by tt. The knowledge of semilarity rs its proximate 
Cause. The recollection of an authoritative direction is the 
intermediate operation. 

1. The third kind of proofis Comparison which is ‘ the 
immediate cause of the app? chension ag- 
भव) known as Analogy.’ Analogy is de- 
fined as ‘the knowledge ofthe relation ex- 
isting between a name ( संज्ञा-गवयपद ) and the thing denoted 
by it ( संज्ञी-गवयपद्वाच्यः ). The immediate cause of this is the 
knowledge of the similarity of waa with गो, which is there- 
fore called उपमान, The process of acquiring this उपामिति may 
be described thus: A man who has never seen a gyal, nor 
knows what if is like, is told by some forester ( who being 
daily familiar with gayals is ara ‘ worthy to be believed ? ) 
that a gayal ( Bos Gaveas ) is like a cow. He then goes to a 
forest and there seesa strange animal unknown to him before. 
He then perceives in that animal some resemblance to the 
cow which of course he knows full well. The perception 
of this similarity with the cow reminds him of the former 
direction ( अतिदेशवाक्य ) of the forester that a gayal is like 
acow. Then, combining this reminiscence with his actual 
perceptive knowledge of similarity between the cow and 
the new animal, he at last concludes that the animal which 
he sees before him is à gayal. This last cognition namely 
* This is a gayal " is the उपमिति, for it is a knowledge of 
the denotative relation of the word gayal with the object 
perceived. * This is a gayaà (at waq:) " means * This 
object bears the name, or is denoted by the name gayal 
( अय गवयपदवाच्यः ),’’ that is, there exists between this 
object and the word gaya? the relation of denotation ( बाच्य- 
वाचकभाव ). This relation is the संज्ञासंज्ञिसंबंध, and the know- 
ledge of it is उपमिति, Two previous cognitions are required 
to produce this जपमिति, namely, the verbal knowledge of 
the forester’s direction ( अतिदेशवादयार्थज्ञान ) and the actual 
perception of the resemblance to the cow that was existing 
in the animal ४८४०२, 


Analogy and Com- 
parison. 
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2. Both these previous cognitions are indispensible to a 
j l valid analogy ; but the question still re- 
ES oF [en mains which of these is the करण of उपामिति, 
and which is सहकारि, that is, which is 
more immediate, and which is only accessory. The ancient 
and the modern schools of Naiydyikas are diametricaiiy op- 
posed on this point; the former, i. e. the ancients, regard 
अतिदेशवाक्यार्थज्ञान 98 the करण and साइक्यज्ञान 9 सहकारि, while 
the moderns prefer just the opposite view. The recollec- 
tion of the अतिदेशवाक्यार्थ is of course the व्यापार according 
to both. Annambhatta here evidently accepts the view of 
the moderns, for he expressly says that the साहदयज्ञान, 2. e. 
the गवयनिष्ठ-गोसाइस्यप्रत्यक्ष, is the करण of उपसिति- He does 
uot however seem to follow the moderns in taking the exact 
form of the उपामिति to be गवयो गवयपदवाच्यः, and not अयं or 
असौ गवयग्नदवाच्यः the difference betweep the two being that 
the second cognition would inform him that the particular 
object alone is denoted gayal, while the first conveys that 
the whole class of which that object is an individual is 
denoted by the name gayal. Viseanátha, who is a modern 
in toto, says न त्वयं गवयपदवाच्य इत्युपमितिः | गवयान्तरे शक्तिग्रहा- 
भावप्रसड्रात.* Although the करण of उपमिति is declared to be 
the साहद्यज्ञान, it 18 not the sole करण; for an gq may 
arise even from a knowledge of dissimilarity or a mere pecu- 
liarity. Hence S. O. divides उपमान ( उपमितिकरण ) into three 
kinds: तञ्चोपमानं त्रिविधस्‌ | साहश्यविशिष्टपिण्डज्ञानं, असाधारणधर्म- 
विशेष्टपिण्डज्ञानं) वेधम्यात्रशिष्टपिण्डज्ञानं च. ` उपमान is of three 
kinds, viz. the knowledge ofan amimal possessing (1) a 
similarity, ( 9 ) a peculiar property or (3) dissimilarity.’ 
गोसहशों गवयः is an example of the first kind; that of the 
second is नासिकालसदेकञृङ्गः खङ्गषृगः (arhinoceros has one 
horn adorning its nose); the example of a dissimilarity 
would be उष्ट्रो नाश्वादिवत्समानपृष्ठऱ्हस्वय्नीवदारीरः (a camel does 
not possess a level back and short neck like a horse ). The 
word साह्य in the text is therefore to be taken as illus- 
trative ( उपलक्षण) of the other two. 
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3. In accepting उपमान and शब्द as independent proofs 
Annambhatta follows Gotama. The Vai- 
Fa bi PE Seshikas as well as the Sdénkhyas do not 
: accept उपमान as a separate proof. They 
include it under अनुमान, Vdchaspati explains this view 
thus: गवयशब्दी गोसदृशस्य वाचक इति प्रत्ययः सोप्यनुमानमेव | यो5हि 
शब्दो यत्र Wubi प्रयुज्यते सोऽसति दृत्त्यन्तरे तस्य वाचकः । यथा गोशब्दो गो- 
त्वस्य । प्रयुज्यते चैबं गवयशब्दों गोसहश इति तस्यैव वाचक इति तज्ज्ञानमनु- 
मानमेव । 

The १८८४८७५७१७ reply to this argument may be given in 
Niiskantha’s ए07१8:-वैशेषिकास्तु पद्वाच्यत्वव्याप्यसाहर्यादिपरामर्शा- 
त्पद्वाच्यत्वस्यानुमितिरेवातो नोपमानं प्रमाणांतरामेत्याहुः । caret, व्यातति- 
ज्ञानसन्तरेणापि पद्वाच्यत्वप्रामितेरनुभवसिद्धत्वात | The agara ag 
framed by the Vaiseshuas would be aq पिण्डो गवयपदवाच्यः | 
गोसाइस्यत्वात्‌ | यत्र यत्र गोसाहद्यं तत्र गजयपदवाच्यत्वँ । But our daily 
experience tells us that such a व्याति is not necessarily true, 
nor is it essential for the knowledge that a certain word 
denotes a certain object. Hence उपमान is different from अनुमान. 
The fact is that the concepts derived from analogy are 
generally approximate or tentative only, not positive like 
those of perception or inferenee. They are very useful 
in practical life, and a distinct proof must be assumed to 
account for them. Udayanáchárya from whom Annambhatta 
has borrowed his definition of उपमिति has made this clar 
in the following verse in Kusumánjali : — 

सम्बन्धस्य परिच्छेदः संज्ञायाः संज्ञिना सह । 
प्रत्यक्षादेरसाध्यत्वादुपमानफलं fags ut 

‘The certain knowledge (परिच्छेद) of संज्ञासंज्षिसंबंध is regard- 
ed as the result of an independent proof उपमान, becanse it 
cannot be obtained by any other known proof suchas Per- 
ception, 


Sect. LIX, शाब्दः 
Word is a sentence. spoken by an authority. Authority is a 
person who speaks truth. Sentence is a group of words, e. g. 
bring a cow. Word 1s a thing having power (of conveying 
meaning ). Power is a convention made by God that certain 
sense be understood from certain word., 
f Xus., Cowell's Ed. II, 8. and 31. 
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1. The author now proceeds to the fourth proof, Word. 
Itis defined as **the sentence or proposition 
of ( uttered by) a credible or authorita- 
tive person." An ‘authoritative person’ (eng) again is **he 
who speaks the truth." Truth (यथार्थस्यथाभूतोडर्थः ) 15 “fan 
object as it exists in reality." The verbal knowledge (शाब्दबोध) 
of trath is the representation ofa thing just as it exists. A 
proposition ( azz) which conveys such true verbal &nowleage 
is यथार्थवचन, and he who asserts such a proposition is यथार्थ- 
वक्ता or आप्त. V. V. therefore defines an आप्त as प्ररुतवाक्यार्थ- 
विषयकयथार्थशाब्दबोधविषयकतात्पर्थवान , ` he who conveys a 
meaning ( तात्पर्य ) that is the subject of a true cerat 
knowledge concerning the sense of the sentence uttered; that 
is, a person 18 आप्त when the words spoken by him convey 
यथार्थशाब्दबोध, and a शाब्दबोध is यथार्थ when it accords com- 
pletely with the external reality of things.These definitions of 
आप्त and यथार्थ are very characteristic because they clearly 
show that according to Nacydyckas the ultimate test of the 
truth of verbal knowledge was not the authority attaching 
to the speaker himself, but the fact of his words being in 
harmony with the reality of things. Having defined an amg, 
the author defines a बाकय as (५8 collocation of words such as, 
‘Bring a cow,’ " while a word is “that which possesses the 
power (शक्ति) of doveying a meaning 
9. These definitions of a वाक्य and a qq are very impor- 
tant, because they embody a particular 
i ia ue og of mezir which distinguishes 
of verbal knowledge. the Nazydykas from other schools, and 
which has become the subject of several 
interminable controversies. The Naiyâyikas, are on this point 
particularly opposed to the Mimdmsakas who hold the doc- 
trine of पदानामन्वयविशिष्टे शकिः, while the Natyaykas maintain 
the contrary View, पदानामन्वय एव शाक्ति+ 
3. The Mimdmsa theory of the import of propositions is 
rather complicated. Along with the gram- 
marians they hold that the verb isthe prin- 
cipal word in a proposition (औख्यातप्रधान 
बाक्यं), because it is the verb that forms the copula as it were 
to connect a number of words intoa sentence. If one only says 


Word. 


The two theories 
contrasted, 
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देवदत्तः WaT, we can make nothing out ol those disconnected 
words; but as soon as the verb गच्छाति is added, the whole 
forms a connected proposition conveying the idea of Deva- 
१६७७१७ motion to the town. The idea of motion isthe chief 
significance of the sentence, the word देवदत्त and ग्राम simply 
serving to specify and define as it were that motion. गच्छाति 
denotes * motion ’ in general; the addition of देवदत्त limits 
the sense to the motion of a particular individual, while the 
further addition of ग्राम still more restricts this limited mo- 
tion of an individual to one in a particular direction and 
towards a particular place. The whole sentence thus means 
देवदत्तकर्तक--ग्रामकर्मक--गमनक्रिया, ia which क्रिया 18 the बिरोष्य 
while the other two expressions simply act as limiting 
qualifications. All the words of a sentence are interdepen- 
dent,because the predicate is too vague and general to convey 
any sense unless othérwise determined, while the substan- 
tives and.other words are merely subordinate members of 
the sentence.'By themselves the words ofa sentence import 
hothing, but placed in the sentence they denote the far as 
happening in à particular thing. Thus घट alone signifies no- 
thing, but when we join घटम्‌ with आनय, we at once know it 
to be आनयनक्रियानिरूपितकर्मव्यक्ति, that is, we know घट not 
independently, but only as standing in some relation to the 
action of * bringiug. * When each word is thus apprehended, 
as related in some way to the क्रिया, we get the meaning of 
the whole sentence in the form of that क्रिया as conditioned 
and particularized by the several substantives. This doctrine 
is expressed by saying 'क्रियान्बित एव पदानां शक्तिः, or as Annam- 
bhatia puts it at the end of his commentary, इतरा-(क्रिया-) 
न्विते शक्तिरिति प्रभाकराः- 


4. The followers of Gotama, adds T. D., deny the neceg- 
sity of thus apprehending each word separately before 
combinig them in a sentence, when the meaning of 
the whole senténce can as well be conveyed “at once 
in the form of the collective sense of all the words ; that is, 
according to Naydyikas the शक्ति residesin the seqyzitself,and 
not in the aferanes. Single words, say they, like घड पट etc., 
convey no sense, not because they are अनन्बित, but because the 


n 


1 


anor. Lix, | Notes. 337 


three requisites of शाब्दबोध, namely, आकांक्षा, संनिधि and योग्यता, 
are not satisfied. A proposition or sentence is nothing but a 
number of significant words (शक्तपद) which possess आकांक्षा, 
योग्यता and giar; and the collective meaning of such words 
will be apprehended even though there be no क्रियावाचकपद्‌ in 
the sentence, e. 8. काङच्यां त्रिुवनतिलको भूपतिः which designates 
a king in the town of Kaficht without attributing any 
action to him. Similarly we say az: कालाः, although no क्रिया- 
बाचकपद can be supplied there; for the only possible verbs 
applicable to aq: कालाः are सन्ति or ( जीवेन ) ज्ञायन्ते, but the 
first is inapplicable, as there is no specification in ज्यः काराः of 
any particular time, past, present or future, while ज्ञायन्ते 
is inappropriate, because ‘time’ is unknowable by human 
beings. There can therefore be no क्रियान्बय in aq: कालाः and 
yet the words convey a sense because the above three requi- 
sites dre safisfied. According to Vimdmsaéas and grammarians 
a proposition is धात्वर्थछख्यविशेष्यक, that is, चैत्रस्तण्डुल पचति 
would be interpreted as चैश्वकर्तुक--तण्डुछकर्मक-पाकक्रिया- But 
the above example shows that this 1s not always possible; 
and therefore in such cases à proposition 15 प्रथमान्तार्थसुख्यावे- 
शेष्यक only, that is, the illustration would mean चत्रनिष्ठरति” 
जन्यपाकजन्य-फलशाली तण्डुल:- The consequence of this nice dis- 
tinction is that according to Mimdmsakas a क्रियाबोधकवाक्य 
or विधिवाक्य is alone legitimate, while a सिद्धार्थवोधक rez, 
which they call अर्थबाद, has no independent significance, and 
ean exist only asa part of another क्रियाबाधक वाक्य.) Lhe 
Narydyrkas of course consider both kinds ofsentences equally 
significant and independent. Hence the detinition of a वाक्य 
in the text 18 ( शाक्त )पद्सखूहः, Which implies, as V. V. says, 
that पद्ससहादेव शाब्दबोधी नकस्मादिति भावः ‘Verdal knowledge is 
obtained not from one word ( such as a क्रियाबीघक ) but from 
all the words together.’ 

5. Ona proper analysis it will be found that a proposition 
consists of a subject, a predicate and a copula. The predicate 
1६ always resolvable into an attribute residing in the subject 
and the copula is the conneeting link showing the relation 
that exists between the subject and the attzibute predicated 
of it. Thus in the sentence “Man is mortal", the attribute 
of mortality is predicated of man, and the vérb isthe copula 
connecting the two. In मत्य॑त्ववात्त ager: Or गमनशीलो देवदत्तः We 
denote substantives possessing attributes. “Thie view is 
very similar to the Naydyka doctrines 
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6. From the import of proposition we pass on to the 
import of single words. A word is defined 
as a thing that is gr ‘having power or 
significance.) But what is arf? Annambhatioa 
defines it as ‘‘the convention made by God that such and such 
a meaning should be understood from such and such a word?’ 
Some copies here read ईश्वरेच्छासंकेतः, but the word इच्छा is 
redundant as संकेत implies इच्छा. According to this definition 
language is the creation of God, and each word is capable 
of conveying a particular sense because God has so willed it. 
The definition is in accordance with the view of the ancients. 
The moderns say इच्छामात्रं शक्तिः, meaning that even the will 
of man can give significance to words, asin proper names 
like चैत्रमेत्र, डित्थ etc. The ancients do not deny the significance 
of these latter kind of words, but call.them simply पारिभाषिक 
or conventional, while only those derived from God are शक्त 
in the proper sense of the term. But this is not quite 
satisfactory. for one might say that although the two kinds 
of words may be named separately, no difference is really 
observable between their power of denoting particular objects. 
देबदत्त denotes an individual exactly in the same way as घट 
denotes a jar although one word is of human and the other 
^f divine origin. A later writer therefore defends the ancient, 
view by attributing even पारिभाषिक words to divine origin. 
The author of Tarka-Praká$a says “ ‘greatsefa पिता नाम 
pata’ इति श्रुतिः । तथा च, ` द्वादशाहःकालीनपिताश्चारितनामत्वादिना 
नामवाच्यः शिः’ इत्याकारकेच्छ्येश्वरेण ताहशाश्वुतिप्रणयनादाध्चुनिकेऽपि 
नाम्नि ईश्करसंकेतोऽस्त्येव । * But this is going rather too far, or, 
as Sanskritists say, कुशकाशावलम्बन, supporting one absurdity 
by another. We know that new phraseology is invented by 
men in different countries to convey new ideas or denote 
new inventions and discoveries. lnnumerable words uu- 
known before are thus added to the language. The exisi- 
ence of many distinet and unconnected languages in the 
world is the strongest proof of the absurdity of the theory 
of a divine origiu of any particular language. 
1. It is probably to avoid this controversy that oar author 
. gives another and a better definition of 
T oe defin- शक्ति in the commentary, अर्थ vgequau: mq- 
पदार्थसम्बन्धः शंक्तिः ‘Power is the relation 


import of words. 
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of a word and an object, that always serves to revive the 
memory of that object (whenever the word is spoken).’ This 
definition, says Nilakantha. is purposely made vague so as to 
apply to शक्ति, whether it is regarded as an independent पदार्थ 


as the Mimámsakas do, or whether it is identified with the 
will that makes the convention, as the JVaiyáyikas hold. The 


Mimdmsaka’s arguments for regarding शक्ति 252 separate पदार्थ 
are summed up in the couplet :— 

न दरव्यं एणदत्तित्वाद उणकमंबाहेःरता i 

सामान्यादिए सत्त्वेन सिद्धभावान्तरं हि सा ॥ 

Power is not a substance as qualities inhere ( in them); it is 
also distinct from qualities and actions. It resides 7h genus 
and other categories. It must therefore be regarded as a 
separate category. 

The Naiydyikas however refuse to recognize arf १8 ® 
separate category on the ground that, ay each substance v. g. 
पंकज, कुछद etc. is the object of several ares, to accept the 
independent existence of them all would involve गौरव. 
शक्ति is therefore properly speaking only a power in a word to 
denote the meaning imposed upon it by divine or humau 
will. 

8. But the question still remains where this संकेतरूपा att 
is apprehended. In other words, what does 
a word like sz denote primarily: the object 
jar, or the common property jar-ress that 
resides 1n it, or both together? This isan important question. 
as it lies at the basis of the several antagonistic theories of 
शाब्दबोध proposed by different schools. The opinions on this 
point are as various and numerons as are possible to be on 
any single topic. Of these views four are the most 
important, namely, केबलजाति, केबलव्यक्ति, जातिविशिष्ठव्याक्ति and 
अपोहः The first is adopted by the Mimámsa&as, the second by 


modern Navydyekas, the third by ancient JNaiydyiKas, and 
the last belongs to the Bauddhas.* The advocates of each of 


these views look at the significant word from different stand- 
points. When one says घटमानय. the speaker undoubtedly 


desires the thing, jar, and not the class-notion, jar-néss to 
be brought to him. ‘That the व्यक्ति ‘jar’ must be, somehow 
or other implied by the word घट is therefore necessary, for 


स 
$ 
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unless it is so implied the hearer can never fetch the object. 
Modern Varyéyekas rely ou this simple fact, and say that the 
word घट primarily denotes the घसति, The capacity of 
being the subject of any act (अर्थक्रियाकारिंत्ब) resides in the 
concrete object (erf) alone, and hence it is the व्यक्ति on 
which the संकेत is made. Butthereareinsuperable objections 
to this view. If qr denotes a particular घटव्याक्ते, we would 
require as many separate words as there are jars inthe world, 
and the संकेत on each would have to be learnt separately as 
they can have no connection with each other. As a matter 
of fact however there is only one word घट, and when we 
once know its significance as expressing a कम्बुग्रीवादिमहस्तु, We 
apply it to denote all objects having that shape. we therefore 
denotes not a particular चटव्यक्ति, but the property @ergsfrathy- 
सत्त्व. Further the word wr conveys many notions besides 
that of the arf; it implies that the thing denoted belongs 
toa particular class of substances having some common 
properties, and it also distinguishes the ef from other 
dissimilar substances. Thus the word ug performs three 
fanctions ; it points out a particular object jar, it signifies 
that the particular jar is similar to all the jars in the world, 
and it distinguishes that jar from all other things, such as 
stones, walls and trees. When we say गो, we at once denote 
the गोव्यक्ति, the class-notion गोत्व, and the peculiarity सास्ना- 
fna which distinguishes a cow from other animals. In other 
words, गो signifies व्यक्ति, जाते and area at the same time; or 
as a writer pute it, जाती व्यक्ती वैशिष्टचे च पदानां शक्तिः. This was 
the view of the ancient Naiydyikas, andis apparently the one 
preferred by Annambhatia. 


9. According to modern Watydyikas words denote the व्यक्ति 
only, and the attributes come in by implication; thatis, words 
are primarily concrete names. But according to the ज्ञातिवादि 
Mimümsakas words are purely abstract names denoting the 
जाति only: The ancient Waiydyikas seem to have adopted 
a middle course between these extremes by holding that words 
denote neither केवलव्यक्ति nor केवलजञात्ति, but ज्ञातिविशिष्टव्याक्ति, 


r 
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that is, a particular object eg as possessing the class-notion 
qaz. The reason given by T. D. for rejecting the केबलजाति- 
arg is, that the actions of * bringing ` and ‘binding’ express- 
ed in the propositions qanraq and गौरनुबन्ध्यः , are possible 
in the respective sqfps only. If a word signified जाति only, 
the sentence would mean चटत्वमानय and गोत्वमलुबन्ध्यम, which 
is absurd because qea and sper cannot be separated from 
the concrete objects. The Mimdmsakus however maintain - 
that the fact that चटत्व or गोत्व cannot be separated from 
the concrete object ( अविनाभाव ) is exactly the reason why 
the significance of the word qe or गो. should, for the sake 
of graa, be confined to the जाति, while the notion of ब्यक्ति 
may be conveyed by आक्षेप or necessary implication. This 
View जातावेव शक्तिव्यक्तिलाभस्त्वाक्षेपात्‌ was held by the Minds. 
sakas, grammarians' and rhetoricians, and is rejected by 
Annambhatta. . 


10. The last of the four views above mentioned which was 
held by the Bauddhas was that the primary import of words 
was only अपोह or aagana, distinction ofall other different 
objects from it. What do we understand, they argued, by a 
word such as घट ° Not an external object because we never 
really know external objects ; nor the जाते; because, जाहि is 
nothing more than a mere conception formed by our mind 
and imposed upon what we call external objects. What घट 
then really signifies is that a certain thing possesses some 
peculiarities which distinguish it from all other things. We 
never know what घट or yez 253 we only know whatit is not, 
viz, that it is 701 पढ 07 कुड्य « We have therefore only a negative 
knowledge of things, and consequently the import of words 
must also be negative. The Veddnizns by way of harmonizing 
the above views, each of which expresses a part of the 
truth, have started the theory that the power ofa word 
resides in both the जाति and the व्यक्ति, but in different ways; 
that is, itis active or expressive in जाते; and passive or 
latent in the व्यक्ति. The Vedánta-Paribháshd says, गवादि- 
पदानां व्यक्तौ शक्तिः स्वरूपसती न तु ज्ञाता! जातौ तु सा ज्ञाता हेतुः ।-* 
This appears to mean that a word primarily signifies जाति; 
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342 Tarka—Sangrah a. [ SHOT. LIX. 


but its capability of signifying the class-notion is derived 
from its acknowledged connection with the concrete objects 
comprised in that class. Thusgftaa signifies the general notion 
of a trunked animal; but ıt does so because the property 
‘trunk’ was found in the actual object elephant. 


11. It must have been noticed that the distinction between 
the denotation and the connotation of words insisted upon by 
Mill and other English logicians does not strictly speaking 
find a-place in any of these views. But if we may use those 
terms as applying to the signification of व्यक्ति and 
जाति respectively, we might say that in केवलव्यक्तिवाद words 
are purely denotative, while in केवलजातिवाद they are 
purely connotative. Similarly in the जातिविशेष्टव्यक्तिवाद of 
the ancient Naiydyikas they are both denotative and 


connotative, while in the theory of अपोह they connote only 
the differentia. 


12. A पद is defined as शाक्त, but sft does not exhaust the 
d whole import of words. Every word is cap- 
ea hve able of conveying two meanings, one pri- 

mary or direct and the other secondary 

or implied. The relation by which & word signifies a par- 
ticular thing is called दति, which is of two kinds, शक्ति 
or असिधा (expression ) and लक्षणा (implication). The 
first is created by संकेत and is inseparable from the word; 
the second operates in the absence of the first, and being 
derived from it is entirely dependent on it. Hence the defini- 
tion of a qg as शाक्त is not अव्याप्त ०7 8 लाक्षाणिकपद्‌, for aye can 
never be लाक्षणिक unless it is also sẹ. Each of these two 
kinds of यात or special relation is subdivided into three 
sorts, thus.— 
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13. The express;e power (शक्ति) of words is of the above 
" three kinds; and so words are divided into 
Zo ep three classes according as they operate 
through any one of these modes. योग or 
etymology is defined अबयवदाक्ति ‘the power of the several 
roots or component parts of the words.’ A यौगिक शब्द is 
therefore one which adheres to its etymological meaning 
and conveys nothing more nor less than what is implied in 
the parts, e. 9. qr« which, being compounded of the root 
qq and the कर्तरिप्रत्यय', signifies qaaeat. wie or customary 
Significance is defined ससुदायदाक्ति, the power of the whole 
word without any reference to its parts. Not that such ez 
words have no etymology, for there is an influential school 
of grammarians who assert that all words are derived from 
roots; but these w words have completely abandoned their 
original signification and acquired anew sense. Thus wa 
signifies * jar ’ not because it is derived from Mg or any 
other root, but because convention has attached that mean- 
ing to it. Majority of simple words in Sanskrit belong 
to the third kind, namely, योगरूढ words in which both the 
etymological and the customary meanings are partly re- 
tained. Words like पङ्कज, मधुकर 07 हस्तिन्‌ have no doubt an 
etymological sense, but it is restricted by custom to a par- 
ticular object or kind of object comprised in the original 
meaning. Etymologieally gga might mean any thing pro- 
duced in mud, such asa lotus or a frog. But custom has 
narrowed the meaning of the word toa lotus. Similarly 
हस्तिन has come to denote only one out of many animals hav- 
ing हस्त, such as elephants men and monkeys. Some mention 
afourth variety named यौगिकरूढ, such as shag, which may be 
interpreted either by etymology or by customary sense 
independently. 


14. All these varieties require the knowledge of the संकेत, 

either on the aaqa or,on the gara or on 

» 2 ADEM both; and this संकेत is learnt by the child 

in various ways of which the दद्धव्यवहार 

described by T. D. is one. Eight of these generally re- 

cognized modes of learning «rf are mentioned in the 
féllowing couplet :— 
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झक्तियहो व्याकरणोपस्तानकी ज्ञाप्रवाक्याह्यवहारतश्र । 
वाक्यस्य दोषादिदतेर्वदन्ति सांनिध्यतः सिद्धपदस्य Wu ॥ 


The import of words is learnt in any of the following 
ways: (1) Grammar, as the meaning of roots, terminations 
and cases; ( 2) Comparison, as when the meaning of गय 
is known by the similarity of a gaya! with a cow; (3) 
Dictionary, as of synonyms स्वर्ग, नाक etc.; (4) Express asser- 
tion of a credible person, as कोकिलः पिकपद्वास्य:: (5 ) Usage 
of elders as when one elder person says to another *Bring a 
cow, or ‘Bring a jar,’ the child eliminates the common 
word ‘bring’ and thus determines the meanings of ay and 
wz; (6) Context, as in the vedic text यवसयश्चरूर्भवाति the 
exact meaning of qq is known by a concluding passage; 
(")explanation by synonyms or paraphrase as we: कलडाः, 
पच्नतीति पाकं करोतिः and “lastly (8) Contiguity with a well- 
known word, as ın इह सहकारतरी मधुरं पिको रोति the meaning 
of पिक is known by its association with सहकार and मधुर. 
Some also add signs of hand etc. as the ninth, as when 
one points a finger to a woman and says to the child 
इयं ते माता, the gesture imparts to the child the knowledge 
of the word माता. 

15. The other kind of sf is लक्षणा Implication, which is 
defined as ख्रशक्यसंबंधः (स्वं लाक्षाणिकं wd तस्य 
शाक्यः वाच्योऽर्थः तत्संयोगः) ` connection with 
the expressive sense of the word.’ Itis 
resorted to only when there is graria ‘inapplicability of 
the primary sense in the context.’ In werat घोषः for ın- 
stance, the primary sense of sr, namely the stream, is 
inapplicable because a hut cannot stand on the current ;and 
hence ar is made to signify the bankof the river which is 
connected with the current by संयोग. If Annambhatta accepted 
the views of the ancient Nazydyikas about af, he follows 
the moderns with regard to लक्षणा, According to the 
ahcients the essential condition fcr लक्षणा was अन्बयालु प८ 
qf ‘unsuitability of the अन्धय or meaning of the 
sentence’; hut there is no such अन्मयाहुपपत्ति iu 


r * 
^ 


Lakshand or Im- 
plication. 


^ 
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examples like काकेभ्यो दाधे रक्ष्यतां or asf: masa, which by 
themselves give a fair sense without any लक्षणा, although 
that sense is clearly not the one intended by the speaker. 
Hence T. D. says तात्पर्याचुपपत्ति्ठक्षणाबीजस. लक्षणा 18 resorted to 
When the primary sense is unsuited, not to the वाक्यान्वय, but 
to the बक्‍्तृतात्पर्य, The three-fold division of लक्षणा into जहत्स्वार्था, 
अजहत्स्वार्था and जहदजहत्स्वार्था is also taken from the moderns. 
जहल्लक्षणा is that where the primary sense is wholly abandon- 
ed and a new one substituted, as in मञ्चाः क्रोशान्ति, where 
सश्च signifies a child sleeping on a cot and not the cot itself, 
In अजहत्स्वार्था the word retains its primary sense and conveys 
sométhing more, asin gaoi arfa where both those who have 
umbrellas and those who have not are implied, or as in 
काकेभ्यो ata रक्ष्यताम्‌ where all birds including crows are 
to be kept off. The exainples of जहदजहत्स्वार्था are सोऽयं aga: or 
तत्त्वमसि, where only a part of the primary meaning is retains 
ed anda part is left out as being inapplicable. In सो७ये देवदत्तः 
सः means तत्कालीनो देवदत्तः while अयम्‌ means एतत्कालीनों 
gaga: and so to establish the identity of the two we leave 
out the qualifications तत्कालीन and एतत्कालीन- In तत्त्वमसि the 
तत्‌ denotes निर्णणजहा and त्वम्‌ denotes सशणज्ञीब; so we leave 
out the properties निर्यणत्व and wama and make the two 
substances identical. A fourth kind qgfüraeerer is also 
recognized by some, as in fetq which primarily signifies the 
word waz and through it the object, bee. N. B. repudiates 
the last kind on the part of the Naeiydyikas, and ascribes if 


to Veddéntins. 


16. Another division of लक्षणा isinto wet 07 ggr and गौणी, 
otherwise called प्रयोजनवती, Most of the 
Another sub-divi- above examples are of the first kind where 


uid the implication solely rests on the uns 
suitability of हाक्‍यार्थ. In गौणी implication is resorted to in 
order to suggest a third sense called प्रयोजन, As in agrat घोषा 
the qualities of coolness and holiness which really belong to 
the current are transferred to the bank, This suggested third 
sense is called व्यज्ञ्यार्थ and is supposed by rhetoricians to be 
conveyed by a third mode called व्यक्षना, 
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17. व्यञ्जना 18 of two kinds शाब्दी and आर्थी, but Nazydyekas re- 
cognize neither. शाब्दी, they say, as in the 
above example, is invariably included in 
the गौणीलक्षणा and so need not be regarded 
as a separate mode. आर्थी is found in such examples as :— " 
गच्छ गच्छसि चेत्कान्त, पंथानः सन्तु ते शिवाः। 
ममापि जन्म तत्रेव भूयायत्र गतो भवान्‌ ॥ 

Here the meaning conveyed by the speaker is पियगमनो- 
तरं मे प्राणवियोगो wasu; but this sense, says T. D., is 
obtained by inference, and so the qaar process becomes 
अन्यथासिद्ध. According to Nasydyzkas therefore there are only 
two modes of conveying sense, expression ( शक्ति) and impl- 
cation ( लक्षणा ), of which the latter being secondary is based 
on the former. The definition of ye ( sm पदं is therefore 
applicable in both cases. 


Vyanjaná noi re- 
cognized. 


& 


Secr. LX, any LXI, आकाङ्का-योग्यता-संनिधधः 
Expectancy compatibility, aud juxtaposition are the causes 
of the knowledge of the meaning of a sentence. Expectancy ts 
the inability of a word to convey the meamng of a sentence on 
account of the absence of some other word. Compatibility ४8 the 


non-contradiction of the sense. Juxtaposrtion 18 the consecutive 
utterance of words. 


A sentence devod of expectancy, etc. is unauthoritative; 
४. g. ( words ) cow, horse, man, elephant are not authoritative, 
being devoid of expectancy, ete. (Sentence) sprinkle with fire is 
unauthoritative for want of compatibility ; (words) Bring a 
cow pronounced at intervals are not authoritative owing to want 
of juxtaposition. 

1. शाब्द has been defined as a वाक्य, but an intelligible sen- 
tence cannot be formed simply by stringing 
together any number of words, as We: qa: 
wi rar. In order to convey the combined 
areata the words require the aid of some accessory proper- 
ties, which are three, आकाड्क्षा (Expectancy), योग्यता (Compa- 
tibility) and संनिधि (Juxtaposition). 

2. The simplest definition of आकाडझ्क्षा is अभिधानापर्यवसानम 

< non-completion of the sense ? owing 

Expectancy. to the absence sof some other word 

or words. Annambhatia, defines it as ‘the 
inability of & word (ager) to convey ( अनदुसाबकत्बं ) the 


Three requisites of 
O proposition. 
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whole meaning of the sentence ( अन्वय ), which inability 
is caused ( प्रयुक्त ) by the absence व्यतिरेक of some other word 
( पदान्तर ). If one says simply wew, a desire is at once 
created to know what about the yar, and is satisfied only 
When we supply some such word as आनय which completes 
the sense. This desire to know is called आकाङ्क्षा and de- 
pends generally on the exact form of the words used. 
Thus घटमानय conveys four notions, a jar (घट), the objective 
relation ( अमघत्यय ), the act of bringing ( आनी ) and the 
command ( the termination of Imp. 2nd sing. ); and if any 
of these notions is wanting the sense remains so far incom- 
plete. The imperfection cannot however be made up by 
sying घटः कर्मत्वं आनयनं sfà: although these words import 
the same thing as चटमानय, because no आकाङ्का iS raised in 
this case. i 
3. योग्यता or compatibility is “the non-contradiction of 
sense." A word is said to have योग्यता 
Compatibility. with another when the meanings conveyed 
by the two are not inconsistent with each 
other. Thus we cannot say वाह्निना सिञ्चाति 01 अलेन दह्यते, because 
the notions of fire and sprinkling as well ws of water and 
burning are inconsistent and incompatible with one another, 
A sentence like this would therefore be meaningless owing 
to the impossibility of combining the two incongruous 
notions in one अन्वय. 
4. The third requisite is संनिधि or आसात्ति which consists in 
** the utterance of consecutive words one 
Juztaposition. after another without interval between 
any two of them." A वाक्यार्थं is made 
up by the combination of the several notions of words, 
and it is therefore necessary that the impression made by 
each should remain fresh until this combination is effected. 
]f however a long break occurs in the middle of a sentence, 
the previous impressions vanish before the sentence is finish - 
ed, and the sense would remain incomplete. What consti- 
tutes सनिधि is, as T. D. femarks, the unbroken apprehension 
of all the words; and hence actual utterance of words is not 
absolutely necessary. In a written or printed book for 
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instance we have no utterance, and yet we understand the 
वाक्यार्थं because the words are placed in juxtaposition. 
आकाङ्क्षा, योग्यता, and wiafa, T. D. further adds, are neces- 
Sary preliminaries for the comprehension of a sentence, 
not in themselves, but as known; that is, itis their know- 
ledge that is required irrespective of their actual existence 
or absence. If & man wrongly conceives them to exist in 
a sentence when they really do not, he will make outa 
meaning of the sentence, while he will not understand a 
sentence possessing all the three, if he fails to detect their 
presence. 

5. Visvandtha adds a fourth requisite तात्पर्यज्ञान ‘ know- 

ledge of the intention of the speaker,’ 

Intended sense. | Which is often as much necessary for the 

right understanding of a sentence as any 
of the preceding three, For instance, the sentence qeaute 
might convey two distinct senses * Bring salt,’ and ‘ Bring 
a horse. ’ आकाङ्क्षा, योग्यता and संनिधि, which are all satisfied 
here, are not in themselves able to tell us which of the two 
Senses is to be accepted on a particular occasion, that is 
which ofthe two thingsis intended by the speaker. This can be 
determined only by knowing the चक्‍तृतात्पर्य, which again is 
to be gathered from the circumstances under which or 
the occasion on which the sentence is spoken. If the 
speaker is dining he almost certainly orders salt, while if he 
is dressed and is going out, he orders a horse. Without this 
knowledge of the speaker’s intention, it wiil be impossible to 
interpret a sentence wherever a word is ambiguous or has 
more than one sense. Perhaps this speaker’s intention may 
be included in the second requisite योग्यता, as compatibility 
ofa meaning must always be judged with reference to the 
particular occasion or the probable intention of the 
speaker. ' 

6. Although Annambhatia does not mention तात्पर्य ज्ञान in this 
section, his reference to it in connection with लक्षणा in the 
commentary on thé preceding section leaves no doubt that he 
accepts its necessity. His definition of तात्पर्य, namely तत्प्रतीती- 
चछयोचरितत्वम, is however faulty. Words which convey a sense 
are not necessarily uttered with an intention to convey that 
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sense. A fool or anidiot sometimes utters words which 
he does not understand but which are intelligible to others ; 
a parrot pronounces words which have a meaning in ordinary 
language ; and yet there is no intention of the speaker in such 
cases. It may be urged against this that they are not real words 
at all, although appearing to be so. But what if a Vedic text 
is repeated by a person who understands nothing ofit. The 
text is there and you cannot deny it, and yet there can be 
10 बक्तृतात्पर्य Again if a teacher expounds sucha text wrong- 
ly the meaning which he intends is at variance with the 
truth and can never be conveyed by the text. Or suppose 
one reads such a text ina book ; there is no speaker here 
and there can be no तत्परतीतीच्छयोचररितत्व- It cannot be argued 
that the original intention of the author ofthe text, viz. 
God, is to be assumed in such cases; because there are many, 
says Vedánta-Paribháshá, who do not secognize God as the 
author ofthe Vedasand yet are able to understand the 
meaning of them. The Paribhdshé therefore proposes as a 
better definition तत्प्रतीतिजननयोग्यत्वे सीत तद्म्यप्रतीतीच्छया नोचारि- 
तत्वम्‌ तात्पर्यम्‌ ‘ fitness of the words to express a particular 
meaning, while there is no ntterance with an intention to 
convey a different sense." The second clause is added to 
prevent a doubt in examples like सेन्धवमानय' where, although 
सैन्धव is fit to express both salt and a horse, the intention is 
always to convey only one meaning and not the other. Even 
in cases where two meanings are intended to be simultane- 
ously expressed, asin दूरस्था शूधरा रम्याः, the definition will 
apply since qq will comprehend both the senses. 


SE0T, LXIL वाक्यम्‌ 


1. A sentence is of two kinds, sacred (वैदिक ) or profane 
(लौकिक); the sacred, being pronounced by God, is always 
trustworthy, while a profane sentence is trustworthy if pro- 
nounced by a credible person: Any other, is untrustworthy. 
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1. Having defined शब्द, word, as the fourth proof in general 
the author devides it into two sorts, 
so mde of divine and profane. The वैदिक वाक्य is of 
four kinds श्रुति, «ura, इतिहास aud पुराण, of 
which the preceding is of a higher authority than the next 
following. The definition in the text applies only to the शात, 
as other compositions are of human origin. syf@ or Vedas 
properare four ऋकू, यजुस्‌, सामन्‌, and arador, each of which 
is divided into three parts मन्त्र or संहिता, ब्राह्मण, and आरण्यक 
the last including उपनिषद्‌ All these being of divine origin 
are to be implicitly believed. स्मृति is an authority only when 
gra is silent or not inconsistent ( विरोधे aada स्यादसाति arg- 
ara ). * इतिहास and पुराण are of comparatively slender weight 
nd are brought into requisition only when no higher au- 
thority is to be found 


9. The two-fold division of a बाक्य into sacred ard profane 

is chiefly made for the purpose of imply- 

क. 00 ied of ing that the rules laid down in the pre- 

ceding three sections apply to otfee वाक्य 

only ; but the unquestioned authority of the वैदिक वाक्य is 

not therefore inconsistent with them, since alltheconditions 

of validity implied by them are taken for granted in the case 
of the Vedas. 


T. D. here refers to two points which have long served as 
good bones of contention between Mimdmsakas and Naiydytkas. 
The first is whether the Vedas are eternal orare special com- 
positions by God. It must be remembered that there is no 
question here as to the human origin ofthe Vedas, 
since both the schools, being orthodox, agree in repudiating 
the notion ofthe Vedas being human creations like any other 
book. The word पौरुषेय which frequently occurs in this 
controversy solely refers to God; while अपीरुषेय means 
eternal, having no author at all. The  M?mámsakas claim 
éternity for the Vedas on two grounds; first, no tradi- 
tion is known ascribing the authorship of the Vedas to any 
individual, the several Rishis mentioned as ‘ seers of hymns 
(aaae having only seen the hymns and not composed them 


* Jaime ; Mimámsá-Sütras. I, 3,3, 
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On the other hand we know the authorship of all human 
productions, as अष्टादशपुराणानां कर्ता सत्यवतीसतः. Secondly, the 
Vedas themselves declare their own नित्यत्व in several texts, 
such as ` वाचा विरूपनित्यया,' ` अस्य महतो भूतस्य निश्वसितमेतयहग्वेदी 
Tsaa: The Noydyika meets these arguments by contrary 
texts, such as तस्मात्तेपानात्वयो वेदा अजायन्त, and ` इद्‌ं सर्वमसजत 
ऋचो walt सामानि- Their strongest weapon however is the 
अनुमान, वेदः पौरुषेयो वाक्यत्वाद्धारतादिवत , OI वेद्वाक्यरचना बक्‍तृ- 
यथार्थवाक्यार्थज्ञानपूर्वा, वाक्यरचनात्वात्‌, अस्मदादिवाक्यरचनावत. 
The Mimámsakas try to refute this argument by calling it 
सोपाधिक, the उपाधि 7078 स्मर्यमाणकर्तूकत्व; that is, they mean 
that the above reasoning is applicable only to those works 
whose authorship is known. The Nazydyikas answer that 
even the authorship of the Vedas was known since it was 
remembered by Risks like Gotama by the tradition of 
teaching. Besides if the Vedas had sbeen eternal, all the 
words and letters in them would be co-existing, and so there 
would be no order of words ( बर्णादुपूर्वी) etc., without which 
there can be no आकाङ्क्षा and no झाब्दबोधः The Vedas there- 
fore must have been produced by some one, and ag no 
human origin is possible in the case of works containing 
such transcendental wisdom, they must be the work of God. 
The Vedántin, who is eminently a compromiser, tries to 
reconcile these opposite views, by supposing that the Vedas 
as they exist at present are अनित्य, but they are merely 
copies of similar compositions existing in the previous 
cycles, the authority for this opinion being the text, घाता 
यथा पूर्वमकल्पयत्‌, This in short means that the Vedas are 
eternal as to substance ( अर्थ )) but non-eternal as to form 
( emat ).* 


3. The question of the eternity of the Vedas is involved 

in the larger question whether sound is 

? o PENNE of eternal. Sound is a quality of Akáša and 
is eternal like it, भेरीदुंडसंयोग and other 

accidental causes only serving to reveal it to our ears. We 
always recognize the letter sp as the same, and 80 it connot 
vanish away the moment it is pronounced. The Naiyáyikas 
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prove the non-eternity of sound by अनुमान thus:—sreaysfara: | 
सामान्यवत्वे सति बहिरिन्द्रियजन्यलीकिकप्रत्यक्षावेषयत्वात, लौकिकप्रत्यक्ष- 
विरोष्यत्वाह्वा । घटवत्‌. Gotama gives three reasons for the 
non-eternity of sound: —1 thatit has a beginning, 2 that it is 
perceived by organ of sense, and 3 that the attributes of a 
product are ascribed to it." The identification of one गकार 
with a former one can be accounted for by similarity 
just as we identify one lamp-flame with another that for- 


merly stood in its place. 


Sror, LXIIL शाब्दम 


Verbal knowledge means the knowledge of the meaning of 
a sentence; rts proximate cause is the Word. 


1. Annambhatta winds up the discussion of grag by the 
declaration that it is the knowledge of 
The proximate the meaning conveyed by the whole 
er verbal sentence which is the real verbal know- 
ledge, that is, the we, mentioned above 
as the fourth kird of apprehension. The special cause of 
this फल is the srer or the sentence which conveyed that 
sense. This emphatic declaration seems to be made in 
order to repudiate the view of the modern Naiydyikas, that 
it is not the yz but the परदज्ञान that is the real करणं of sreg- 
बोधः Visvandtha who prefers the modern view says 
in B. P. 80:— 


पदज्ञानं तु करणं द्वारं तत्र पदार्थधीः | 
. शाब्दबोधः फलं तत्र शक्तिधीः सहकारिणी ॥ 
He then goes on in his commentary = ठु ज्ञायमानं qd 
करणस, पदाभावेऽपि मौनिश्लोकादौ megaa} If the word 
itself be taken as the करण of शाब्दबोध, how do we under- 
stand a verse ‘written by a dumb man without utter- 
ing a single word? It is therefore the knowledge of 
the word, whethet heard orally or seen in writing, that 
really produces the झाब्दबोध, The distinction is prac- 
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tically unimportant, although it has great historical signifi- 
cance, since it marks the stage when, writing having come 
to take a large place previously occupied by oral tradition, 
the absurdity of defining हाब्द in terms of actual utterance 
was perceived and the difference between writing and oral 
tradition was abolished. Apparently Annambhatia’s opinion 
differs from both the above views, since he makes sreg the 
करण and deünes sreg as a areq or yewag and not ७ wz. But 
this is not so, because according to Nu/ydyikas a पदसमूह is 
not different from its components, the several qas. Perhaps 
by ger Annamóhatia may be meaning शब्दज्ञान OT quum. just 
as in a former section he interpreted आकाङ्गक्षा etc. as आकाड- 
क्षादिज्ञानः and if this is the case his view will agree with 
the modern one. 2 any rate his laxity of expression on 
this point shows that he did not regard the distinction as 
very material 


2. T. D. here briefly notices the argument of the Vain 
$eshikas, who recognize only two proofs, 
Perceptionand Inference, viz. that Word 
is not a distinct proof as it can be included 
under Jnference. The syllogism by which the connection 
( संसर्ग ) between a word and its pense is to be known may 
be stated either as T. D. puts 16, or as wy पदाथाः परस्परसंसर्ग= 
वन्तः | आकाङक्षायोग्यतासत्तिमत्पदस्मारितत्वात्‌ | दण्डेन गामानयेतिपद- 
स्मारितपदार्थवत्‌ः that is, the पक्ष in the inference may be 
either the qz as T. D. makes it, or the पदार्थ as is done in 
the syllogism given here. Either way, the interence 18 incap- 
able of producing शाब्दबोध, for the knowledge conveyed by 
words is of an altogether distinct kind from that imparted 
by an inference, and besides produces the consciousness, *1 
know from words, ’ which differs from the consciousness ‘ I 
know by inference.’ This is not a very satisfactory reply 
since it rests on self-conseiousness which may vary with 
different persons. Udayanáchárya gives a*more convincing 
refutation of the Vaiéeshika view:—aaern: परिच्छेदे संभवे = 
न निर्णयः | * An inferencb like the above is impossible ; for the 


ना 


Why word ts 
separate proof. 


मा rat. ani 


® 


* Kus. Coweil’s ed. III, 13. 


` 354 Tarka-Sangraha. [ sHOT. LXII, 


conclusion of it can only be a certainty ( पारिच्छेद ) ora mere 
possibility ( संभव ); if it is the former the syllogism involves 
al अनेकान्तिक हेत्वाभास 28 a certain conclusion is not warranted 
by the premises; while ifthe latter, there is no ascertainment 
(सिद्धि) of the साध्य, and consequently no शाब्दबोधः Hence शब्द 
must be recognized as a distinct proof, producing a cognition 
of a peculiar sort. 


9. The description of the four proofs is concluded here, 
and the rest of the passage in T. D. dis- 
Other proofs. cusses two points having reference to the 
whole chapter on ‘ proofs.’ The first 
point is whether the four proofs, hitherto described, exhaust 
the number of valid proofs. The variety of opinions on this 
head amongst the different schools is almost perplexing. The 
total number of proofs thus recognized by one or more schools 
is ten, namely, 1 प्रत्यक्ष ( Perception ), 2 अनुमान ( Inference ), 
3 उपमान ( Comparison ), 4 शाब्द ( Word ), 5 अर्थापत्ति ( Pre- 
sumption ), 6 अनुपलाब्धि ( Non-perception ), १ संभव (Inclusion), 
8 tfaar ( Tradition), 9 Ser (Sign), and 10 पारिशेष' (Hli- 
mination). Of these each of the known philosophical schools 
recopnize only a particular number varying from one to ten. 
Thus, the Cháreükas or Atheists accept only, Perception, 
repudiating the validity of all the rest ; the Vaideshikas, the 
Bauddhas and the Jainas accept two, Perception and Infer- 
ence y the Sdnkhyas, Yogins, Lawyers, anda section of Veddnr 
tins accept three, the above two with Word; the Nazydyikas 
add a fourth, Comparison; the Mimdmsakas and some Vedán- 
tins accept two more, Presumption and Non-perception ; the 
Paurdnikas or Mythologistsadd further Probability or Inelus- 
ion, and Tradition ; while the ninth, Sign, is recognized by 
Tántrikas only: Elimination also, though only a species of in- 
ference, is regarded"as a distinct proof by some Mimdmsakas 
Annambhatta having accepted the Waiydyika doctrine of 
four proofs disposes of the rest by short references. संभव, 
Greer and Sper are easily disposed of by including the first 
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in अनुमान and the latter two in sreg. Non-perception has 
been already discussed under a previous section" and 


declared to be only an accessory to the perception of 
„negation. 


4. The severest contest lies round अर्थापत्ति The 
Naiyåyıkas strenuously try to include it in Inference, while 
the Mimdmsakas as strenuously maintain that if is an inde- 
pendent proof. The stock example of अर्थापत्ति is पीनो देवदत्तो 
दिवा न we । अर्थात्‌ राजी we! ‘Devadatta being fat does 
not eat in daytime; and so he must be eating at night.’ 
Night-eating is thus presumed on the ground of the known 
impossibility of remaining fat without eating, unless of 
course as Nilakantha suggests, the fatness is due to disease 
or supernuman power. The exceptions of course need not 
be taken into account here. This अर्थापात्ते which is advo- 
cated'by Prábhákara Mimdmsakas is of two kinds, दृष्टार्थापत्ति 
and garat. When the knowledge देवदत्तो दिवा न we On ` 
which the presumption is based is obtained by actual sight, 
it is the first; when it is got by hearsay from another 
person it is the second. Both these kinds of अर्थापत्ति are 
included by Naiyáyikas in अनुमान. The inference is of केवल- 
व्यतिरिकि kind, देवदत्तो राजिभोजनकर्ता, दिवासु्जानत्वे सति पीनत्वात, 
Tag तन्नैवं यथा रात्रावभोजी aaga: | Presumption is therefore, 
not a separate proof, for all cases of it are,accounted for by 
taga अनुमान. The difference between Nydya and 
Mimámsa views on this point is only of लाघव and गौरव The 
Mimérhsakas recognize a fifth proof अर्थापत्ति to account for 
all kinds of presumptions and thereby dispense with the 
क्रेवलव्यतिरिकि inference, while the Natydyikas accept the 
latter and repudiate अर्थापत्ति, The dispute between them is 
therefore reduced to the question which view has लाघव on 
its side; that is, "whether it is simpler to recognize a new 
proof or a new variety of inference. Apparently the Naiyd- 
yikas have the better of it; but if we take into account 
the difficulties and absurdities into which the Naiydyakas 
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have involved themselves by their recognition of ag- 
व्यतिरिकि लिङ्ग, we cannot certainly commend them for their ap- 
parent ‘ simplicity.’ 


5. The second point noticed by T. D. is of the utmost 
importance, as it in fact lies at the very 
Md °F toot of the whole theory of proofs. We 
see a jar and have the cognition ag घट: 
Or qeur जानामि; but how do we know that we really see the 
घट, and that our perceptive knowledge is not à mis-appre- 
hension of something that is not yr? That.is, how do we 
in practice distinguish a war from wa? We may or we 
may not see the reality of घट, but what test is there to 
prove ihat we see the reality and not a shadow? A qat 
has been defined as तद्दति तत्पकारकं ज्ञानं ‘knowledge of a 
thing possessing any property as possessed of that pro- 
perty.’ Itis thus cofaparatively easy to define What प्रसा 
is; but how ure we to ascertain whether a given piece of 
knowledge is a sar or अप्रमा? The necessity of this as- 
certainment is obvious, for without it there can be no 
certainty of knowledge and all human intercourse would be 
impossible. The question therefore how to determine the 
truth of our cognitions becomes a necessary corollary to any 
theory of knowledge. 


* 6. The question is resolved into the alternative whether 
right knowledge is स्वतःप्रसाण ‘selfproved’ or प्रतःप्रमाण 
‘proved by something else.’ Médhavdchdrya quotes two 
verses which summarize the four principal veiws on this 
point:— 


 प्रमाणत्वाप्रमाणत्वे स्वतः सांख्याः समाभरिताः । 
तैयायिकास्ते परतः सौगताश्वरमे स्वतः ॥ 
प्रथमं परतः प्राहुः घामाण्यं वेदवादिनः । 
प्रमाणत्वं स्वतः प्राहुः परतश्चापमाणतास्‌ ॥* 


«Ofthe two things ‘authoritativeness’ (घमाण्य) and ‘non- 
authoritativeness’ (प्रामाण्य), the Sdikhyas consider both to 
be self-proved; the Watydyikas hold both to be known extern- 
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ally; the Bauddhas think that *non-authoritativeness is 
self-proved but the other is proved externally. Lastly, teach- 
ers of the Vedas, 2. e. the Mimåmsakas maintain that प्रामाण्य 
is self-proved but अप्रामाण्य requires external proof.” This 
diversity of opinions about प्रामाण्य may be stated briefly by 
saying that according to Sénkhyas both the truth and falsity 
of a cognition are known intuitively ; according to Nazydyzkas 
both are proved by independent reasoning and therefore 
neither can be presumed until thus proved; according to 
Bauddhas a cognition is prima facie incorrect and true if 
only proved to beso by special evidence; while the Jfimdmsa- 
kas regard a cognition as presumably correct, but false when 
actually proved to be so. As we are mainly interested in 
determining gar only, the contest chiefly lies between 
the Naiüwika view of परतःप्रामाण्य and the JMimámsá doctrine 
of स्वतःघामाण्य. T. D. first states the Jfimdmsd view fully 
as 3 पूर्वपक्ष, and then refutes it in order to establish the 
सिद्धान्त of 2966 that the truth of knowledge is proved 
externally. 


7. The स्वतस्त्व of प्रामाण्य is defined, तद्प्रामाण्याग्राहकयावज्ज्ञानया- 
हकसामगरीयाह्यत्वम्‌ , ‘ the property of being apprehended by the 
same entire body of the means which produce the knowledge, 
but do not prove its falsity.’ Three conditions are implied in 
this definition, that the truth of knowledge is apprehended 
by the same means which produce the knowledge, that the 
means include every thing that is instrumental in producing 


the knowledge, and that they should not include anything 
that affects the truth of the knowledge. The necessity of the 
two latter qualifications is shown by T. D. The definition 
speaks of the totality of means in order to include an infer- 
ence that may be sometimes used to prove प्रामाण्य, although 
it may have been previously known by smmarpr and it ex- 
cludes a contrary cognition gd ज्ञानमप्रमा which, being बाधक, 
may prevent the apprehension of gramm, provided of course 
this contrary cognition grises with reference to the know- 
ledge itself and not to the subsequent अनुव्यवसाय - Besides, 
the Naiydyikas themselves in a way assent to स्वतःप्रामाण्य, 
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since, as they go so far as to accept that घट, wee as well as 
the संबन्ध of the two, are cognized by अनुव्यवसाय, they should 
have no difficulty in accepting the cognizability by the same 
अनुव्यवसाय of the respective knowledge of those things. The 
JNaiwáyika however rejects this last view, viz. that अनुव्यवसाय 
cognizes घट, yaa as well as their संबन्ध, and then refutes 
the 11016 पूर्वपक्ष. The chief objection ofthe Naiydyzka against 
स्वतःप्रामाण्य 18 that it leaves no room for the possibility of 
a doubt, which as a matter of fact we often feel, whether a 
certain cognition is true or not. If the प्रामाण्य is intuitive and 
is known along with the cognition itself, such a doubt can 
never arise. The validity of any cognition is therefore de- 
termined by a subsequent केबलब्यतिरेकि inference which is bas- 
ed on the intervening actual experiemee of the thing. Thus 
first we Believe we see water ; then this belief produces इच्छा 
(for the water), which produces wafe (towards it). This wafer 
is satisfied if the water really exists there, but not if it is 
simply a mirage. Hence the satisfaction of srgfe is a proof 
of the reality of our perception ; that is, the truth of our 
perception is determined by external evidence. Similarly the 
truth of words is ascertained by their being यथार्थ, ४. e. being 
in harmony with external things. 

8. The advocates of परतःप्रामाण्य think that a yar 18 pro- 
duced by the presence of some positive gor, which varies with 
the nature of the gar, that is, in perception it is विदोषणवाह- 
दोष्पसंनिकर्ष and so on; while an अप्रमा is caused by the presence 
of some दोष such as distance, defective sight etc.* According 
to the other side, no positive gor is required for wur but 
simple दोषाभाव is quite sufficient. The chief objection of era- 
स्त्ववादी against the Nuiydyika view is that if the truth of one 
cognition is to be determined by an extra inference, the vali- 
dity of that inference again will have to be ascertained by a 
third inference, and so on ad infinitum. In this way there will 
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be no certainty of knowledge* It is unnecessary to enter 
further into this interesting but endless controversy. The 
reason why it was persued with so much vigour on both 
sides seems to be its important bearing on the question of 
the authority of the Vedas. 17 शब्द is स्वतःप्रमाण as the 
Mimdmsakas held, the truth of the Vedas was self-evident, 
and they required no external sanction to prove their claim 
to unflinching obedience; while if seq was परतःप्रमाण,” the 
Vedas required some external proof of their authority, such 
as the fact of their being composed by Omniscient God. 
The Bauddhas denied the authority of the Vedas altogether, 
while the Nasydyikas made it dependent on God's author- 
ship. This may be one reason why the Naiydyzkas and 
Vasseshikas were termed by their more orthodox rivals, अर्ध- 
बैनादिक8 or Semi-Buddhists. 

9. T. D. ineidentally notices another doctrine ofthe 
Prábhákara school of Mimdmsakas that all knowledge is 
true (of-cdurse so far as it goes), afid consequently the 
distinction between प्रमा and अप्रमा is unfounded. If qaf- 
जनकत्व is the test for the reality of knowledge, then the 
erroneous apprehension of silver on mother-o'pearl also 
sometimes produces a प्रद्धात्ति, and will therefore be घमा while 
that प्रदृत्ति can be fully accounted for by the recollection of 
the formerly-seen silver and the percept of the object pre- 
sent. This cannot be, says the JVaiyáyike; because there is 
much लाघव in ascribing प्रदत्तिजनकत्व to the actual परमा itself. 
The erroneous apprehension of silver on झक may appear 
to be true so long as it lasts, but it is not प्रमा? because it is 
hot agra तत्पकारक ज्ञान, 


: Secr. LXIV, अप्रमा. 
Wrong appehension is of three kinds, doubt, error and 
false assumption. Doubt is the apprehension of various contrary 


properties in one object, e. g. Is it a post or pe Error 28 
false knowledge, as silver in a conch-shell. False assumption 


is the deduction of a wider thing by the wrong hypothesis of a 
narrow ena, e. g. if there be no fire there would be no smoke. 


1. Having treated यथार्थज्ञान, the author in the present 
p section enumerates thé varieties of अय” 
rong knowledge. घाथीनुभव ‘wrong apprehension’ because to 


acpi per en nnn LLL Mac MESURER RC 
अ For a*fuller discussion see Sarva D. S. Calc. ed. pp. 129-32, and |, 
Ved, Par. Cale. ed, P, 21." 


1 


360 Tarka-Sangraha. [ suot. LXIV. 


understand true apprehension fully we also require a know- 
ledge of its opposite misapprehension. अयथार्थानुभव is already 
defined as “the cognition of a thing as possessed of an attri- 
bute which in fact it does not possess."* It has been well 
said that truth is one, but falsehood is various. Hence 
the definition of अयथार्थज्ञान contains no restriction as to 
certainty. Jiisapprehension may therefore be first divided 
into Certitude (निश्चय or ww) and In-certitude ( संशय ) 
Oertitude again may be either conscious or unconscious, 
that is, it may either have been voluntarily aud purposely 
assumed ( आहार्य ), or it may have been caused by some ad- 
ventitious circumstance called दोष ( अनाहार्य). The first is 
called तर्क and 15 assumed with a full consciousness of its 
falsity; the second is called बिपर्यय or विपर्यास aud is invol- 
untary. संशय or doubt is always involuntary ( अनाहार्य), 
because as soon as the error is perceived it ig at duce 
dispelled 


Thus Misapprehension naturally splits into three kinds: 
Doubt, Error and False Assumption or 
८. """ Hypothesis. Some include तर्क in विपर्यय 
for the obvious reason that though vol- 
untarily made on the part of one of the two disputants it 
does not essentially differ from any other kind of error; but 
Annambhatta gives prominence to it by mentioning it sep- 
arately, because although invalid itself it is often useful in 
argumentation and assists the valid proofs in obtaining 
right knowledge. Dream, says T. D., is included under 
विपर्यय, while the fallacies of inference already mentioned 
will also fall under the game head. 


*. Doubt is defined as * the knowledge of various con- 
trary properties in one and the same ob- 

Doubt. ject.” The propriety of each of the three 
limitations wf धर्मिणि, विरुद्ध and 

नाना, is explained by T. D. Doubt has three charac- 
teristics, that the Knowledge must be of several properties, 
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that they must be irreconcilable with one another, and that 
they must be apprehended in the same thing. The definition 
however is not quite satisfactory, for it contains the word 
विरुद्ध which is not very easy to define. There is no certain 
test to determine what propertiesare contrary to one another 
and what not. Roughly we may say that those which are 
never observed together as existing in one object are 
irreconcilable. For example, अश्वत्व and मनुष्यत्व are, one might 
say, बिरुद्ध because they are never observed together; but 
Suppose a centaur which is half-man and half-horseisactual- 
ly found on earth, then they will no longer be विरुद्ध Besides 
even supposing that they are विरुद्ध properties and that a 
centaur does not really exist, the definition of ear would 
still apply to the imaginary notion of a centaur which is 
undoubtedly a knowledge of several contrary properties in 
one'thing. This last objection may however be” answered 
by saying that a centaur being wholly an imaginary being 
there is no धर्मी on which the contrary properties are to be 
imposed. A better definitionis एकास्मिन्‌ धर्मिणि विरुद्धनांनाकोटिकं 
aaa. कोटि 18 an alternative, and the contrary Gs are the 
property and its negation. Thus when we have a doubt शब्दों 
नित्यो न वा, नित्यत्व is one कोटि and आनित्यत्व is the other; and 
the संशय is said to be हिकोटिक, When we have a doubt अयं 
स्थाणुर्वा एरुषो वा, it is चतुष्कोटिक; for there we have four 
possible cases अयं स्थाणः, अयं न स्थाणः, अयं पुरुषः and अयं न पुरुषः. 


3. विपर्यय ( Error) is of course any false notion, and is 
the mis-apprehension proper. तर्क Reduciro 

m a ‘pe do ad absurdum requires some explantion. 
ad absurdum. The definition of त in the text is 
rather vague. Literally it signifies the 

imposition of a more extensive thing through the assump- 
tion of the less. The example given is however quite 
misleading. agarara is व्याप्य and yaara is व्यापक; therefore 
we assume the existence of बङ्क्यभाव and deduce from it by 
means of a regular syllogism the existence of yarara, asin 
the sentence याद्‌ बाह्लेर्न स्यात्तर्हि warstt न «gra which implies 
that quur necessarilye leads to yarara. This is called 
व्याप्यारोपेण व्यापकारोपणम्‌, and this according to Annambhatia’s 
definition would be तर्क, But noone can say that the pro- 

AB 
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position, ‘agaara necessarily leads to warara,’ is à mus- 
apprehension, since it is perfectly correct and does nothing 
more than express the wfgeurere of धूम negatively. Asa 
matter of fact the proposition only expresses the सषि by 
which the conclusion, denominated तर्क, is arrived at. 
Properly speaking तर्क is neither the process of hypothetical 
reasoning in which a false conclusion is deduced from a 
wrongly assumed hypothesis (as some have erroneously 
supposed ), nor is it the व्यात्ति 00 which such conclusion is 
based, as Axnambhatia’s illustration has led others to 
believe. Such a mistake seems to have been committed by 
Roer who translates ag by ‘discussion,’* and by Ballantyne 
who translates Annambhatia’s वब्यापकारोपः by consists in 
establishing the pervader ete.” t आरोप is not the act of आरो- 
पण but the conclusion that is arfa namely, ax (पर्वते) apr 
नास्ति. This conclusion which is called तर्क is false, becatse it 
is contradicted by ouractual perception of smoke on the 
mountain. 

4. The process of arriving at this Reductio ad absurdum conclu- 
sion is this. Suppose one observes smoke on the mountain 
and wishes to infer fire from it. He thereupon declares the 
प्रतिज्ञा and हेतु, पर्वतो वह्विमान्‌ धूमात्‌, and then states the aeaaeai, 
यत्र Wa धूमः etc. But his adversary may not admit the व्याप्ति (0 
be correct. How is he then to proceed? He cannot infer 
fire from smoke, unless the invariable concomitance of the 
two things is accepted by the adversary. He therefore resorts 
to the reverse process of reasoning called Reductio ad 
absurdum, in which he grants, for the sake of argument, 
the groundless contention of his adversary, namely, 
that the mountain is not fiery, and deduces from it 
bya regular and correct syllogism, a conclusion ( Moun- 
tain has no smoke ) which is palpably absurd ag it is directly 
contradicted by the observed fact of smoke. And the absur- 
dity of this conclusion of course proves the absurdity of the 

ja. hypothesis from Which it was deduced, namely, the contention 
` of the adversary. dn order to do this he begins by asking पर्वतो 


—— SS 
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वह्लिमान नवा, Ifthe former alternative is accepted, then of 
course his conclusion is admitted, and he need not proceed ; 
but if the adversary accepts the latter, then he goes on :-यदि 
पर्वतो sear न स्यात्‌ we स धमवानापि न स्यात. If the adver- 
sary questions this he is at once asked to produce an in- 
stance where smoke is found in the absence of fire; but this 
he cannot do since धूम being the कार्य of वह्नि can never exist 
apart from it. The adversary is therefore forced to accept 
the व्याप्ति, यत्रं यत्र वन्ह्मभावस्तच धमाभावः। Now his assumption 
is पर्वतो वह्यभाववान्‌; therefore he reasons पर्वतो धूमाभाववान्‌ | 
वद्वथभाववत्त्वात । यत्र यत्र Wegnum: etc. Thus he gets at the 
conclusion qddr धूमाभाववान्‌; but this must be false as it is 
directly opposed to the observed fact पर्वतो war. The as- 
sumption therefore from which this absurd conclusion is 
derived, namely पर्वतो तह्णयभाववाच्‌, must be false, and its con- 
079010101५, पर्वतो बह्नेमान्‌ must be true. Here the speaker 
first imposes or assumes the existence of aqra 2. ८. बहचभाव 
on the mountain, and from that ( आरोपेण ) deduces the ex- 
istence of व्यापक 2. e. yarara, both of which impositions be- 
ing false are properly termed आरोप. The deduced आरोप, 
namely the absurd conclusion, is called qq. The real sense 
of Annambhatia’s definition is thus brought out in Nila- 
hantha’s paraphrase, आहार्यव्याप्यवत्ताभ्रमजन्य आहार्यव्यापकवत्ताअरम- 
स्तर्कः, that is, an obviously wrong notion as to the existence 
of ब्यापक on the पक्ष, derived from a similar palpably wrong 
assumption of the existence of व्याप्य in the same place. 


5. Thea differs from बिपर्यय in being formed by one 
who knows its falsity, while it differs from a बाधित अनुमिति 
in being only subsidiary to the establishment of its con- 
tradictory. Ancient Naiydyikas mentioned eleven kinds of 
aes, of which the moderns accept only five, viz. आत्माश्रय 
( Ignoratio Elenchi), अन्योन्याश्रय (Dilemma ), चक्रक ( Circle), 
अनवस्था ( Regressus ad infinitum ) and प्रमाणबाधितार्थप्रसहः ( Re- 
ductio ad absurdum ). The example usualy given comes 
under the last head, whjle the first four are only varieties 
of सब्यसिचार and असिद्ध fallacies framed in particular forms. 
The तर्क or केवलव्यतिरोकि अनुमान is very useful in proving 
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things which cannot be proved by positive inference, 
and is particularly indispensable in theological discussions. 
Religious commands which transcend our limited reason can 
be justified only by such special arguments; Mann there- 
fore says:— 


आरप धर्मोपदेशं च वेदशासत्राविरोधिना । 
यस्तर्केणानुसंधत्ते स धर्मे वेद नेतरः ॥ (M. S. ATT.106 ). 


In matters of religion which are above and beyond positive 
human experience तर्क or contrary inference is often the only 
method available to satisfy the inveterate doubter or silence 
a persistent adversary. Kant had to assume a separate 
faculty of Intuition to account forall such extra-sensuous 
knowledge. Natyéyikas solved the difficulty by adopting 
तर्क inference. ० 


e 
" c 


Segor. LXV, स्मृति: 


Remembrance also ४8 of two kinds: true and false; the one 


arising from true cognition is true, that arising from false 
cognition rs false. 


1, wgíd (Remembrance ) has been already defined in 
Section 34. After treating of thetwo kinds 
Ryn wrong Of apprehensions, true as well as false, the 
author annouuces a similar division of 

Remembrance. But the fundamentum divisionis is different in 
this case. अनुभव is true or false according as it does or does 
not correspond to the object as it exists externally;while the 
truth or falsity of स्मृति is made to depend entirely on the 
truth or falsity of the अनुभव from which it originates. A 
remembrance which springs from right apprehension is right, 
and that which springs from wrong apprehension is wrong. 
The reason of this difference of tests for अज्ुभव and gê 
probably lies in the*fact that सस्ति being a mediate knowledge 
is not directly connected with external objects. Besides a 
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place from the first apprehension, and consequently the test 
of प्रामाण्य applicable to all first-hand cognitions, namely the 
inference based on actual verification of the external object, 
is generally not available in the case of स्मृति. When we 
btlieve we see water, we can at once verify the truth of our 
perception by touching or drinking the water; but when we 
only remember to have seen water some time back and ata 
distant place, it is obviously impossible for us to go to the 
place and verify the truth of our vafa. Hence a different 
test of truth is applied to स्यात, atest, by the way, recognized 
in the case of all mediate cognitions, namely, the correctness 
or incorrectness of the original notions which produce 
them. Thus the validity of an अनुमिति depends on the 
validity of the परामर्श, while the truth of शाब्दबोध de- 
pends on the correct knowledge of the qrẹq. Similarly the 
truth of स्मृति also depends upon the, truth of the original 
agaa. But there is one drawback to this method. Suppose 
the original अनुभव was true but the impression left by it 
is distorted or partially effaced by lapse of time; then the 
remembrance will be obviously mutilated and false, although 
the apprehension itself was right. Or suppose both the ap- 
prehension and the impression were good, but owing to some 
accidental cause, such as a want of proper उद्घोंधक or the pre- 
sence of any obstruction or inattention, the remembrance 
does not fully agree with the अनुभव ; yet it cannot be yar. 
Again dreams are supposed to be स्मरणात्मक and are often 
produced by actual experience of the things perceived ; why 
are then all dreams false? These objections can be ans- 
wered by saying that every स्वृति requires to be verified if not 
with external objects, at least with true cognitions of those 
external objects. 


Sect, LXYI—LXXII, सुखादयो gor: 
What is experienced by all with agreeable feelings is 
Pleasure. 


What is experienced by all with disagreeable feelings is 
Pain. 
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Desire ts yearning. 

Aversion १8 irritation. 

Action is effort. 

Merit is the product of enjoined actions. 


Demerit is the product of prohibited action. 


1. Sections 66 to 72 contain short definitions of the next 
seven qualities. The group consists of three pairs of 
co-related qualities, namely सुखदुःख, इच्छाद्वेष, and धर्माधर्म, 
and one single quality प्रयत्न. The two qualities which 
form each 8 pair, though co-related, are not contradic- 
- tories of each other; but both are positive qualities of 
opposite kinds. 


2, सुख (Pleasure) is defined in the text, as ‘that which is 
experienced by all with agreeable feelings’, 

Pleasureand Pain While दुःख ( Pain) is ‘that which is ex- 
perienced with disagreeable feelings. ’ 

They are not absolute negations of each other, and may often co- 
exist, as whena king enjoysmuch pleasure together with occa- 
sional grief. The definition of सुख and दुःख given in the text 
seem to be faulty, and are therefore replaced by better ones 
in the commentary, for, as Nilakantha remarks, ag gang- 
लक्षणपर न संभवाति, परद्रव्योपभोगादिजन्यछखे सानां द्वेषदर्शनादव्याप्तेरि- 
व्याशंकायां उख्यहामेत्यादिपरत्यक्षषसिद्धं सखत्वादिकसेव लक्षणम्‌, It is 
unphilosophieal to label once for all certain external objects 
as सुखकारक and certain others as दुःखजनक, for the same 
thing may be pleasurable to one man and painful to another, 
The best criterion in this case is therefore the individual 
experience of each man ( झुख्यहमित्यन्व्यवसाय :). But the 
question again arises what kind of individual experience 
is pleasurable and what is painful. Hence more elaborate 
definitions of सुख and दुःख are given, like those in N. B. 
gu, says N. B., is इतरेच्छानधीनेच्छाविषय, that is, pleasure is 
desired for its own sake and not for the purpose of satisfy- 
ing the desire of some other thing ; gr in other words plea- 
sure is the ultimate aim of all our acts and is ‘not a 
means to some other end. Similarly pain is the object of 
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aversion in itself, and not because it causes the aversion for 
any other thing. 

3. इच्छा 210 द्वेष, desire and aversion, are respectively de- 

Desire and aver. fined as * wishing ’ and * irritation. ? 

on. 

4. प्रयत्न or effort is not the actual act, but rather the readi- 
ness of the mind coupled with an attempt 

Effort 4 towards performing that act, as when a 
dyiag person makes an effort to speak, 

but cannot do so owing to a failure of his powers. प्रयत्न 
or छाति as it is sometimes called is therefore best rendered by 
effort, or volition. 

5. धर्म ( 2९7४ ) and अधर्म ( demerit ) are the two varieties 
of agg ( Destiny ), and imply two posi- 
tive things popularly known as चुण्य' and 

» ° qrq respectively. -Mer; is that which 
is produced from acts enjoined by Srutis, while demerit is 
produced from the doing of prohibited acts. For example, 
the Vedic text ज्योतिष्टोमेन स्वर्गकामो यजेत isa विधि, and there- 
fore the performance of a ज्योतिष्टोम sacrifice would produce 
meri; while न saat भक्षयेत्‌ beingga निषेध the eating of कलञ्ज 
fruit would produce demerit. 


Merit and Deme- 
rit” हे 


Secr. LXXIII and 1.2 21५, आत्मशुणाः 
The eight qualities, cognition etc. are special attributes ‘of 
soul only. 
Cognition, desire and effort are of two kinds: eternal 
and non-eternal; eternal belong to God, non-eternal to human 
soul. 


1. The eight qualities from बुद्धि to अधर्म are the special 
characteristics of soul only, १. e. they are subjective as 
opposed to other qualities which have objective or external 
existence. They are also co-related to one another as cause 
and effect, and are mentioned in that otder. Each of these 
in fact is the effect of the immediately preceding and the 
causerof the next following. बुद्धि Cognition is of course the 
foundation of all internal experiences. Of thege gẹ and दुःख 


Pad 


368 Tarka-Sangraha. [ SHOT. LXXlV. 


are the ultimate objects to be desired or avoided. The 
notions of pleasure and pain respectively produce correspoud- 
ing desire ( इच्छा ) or aversion (Ew) for their means. This 
desire or aversion gives rise to an effort (प्रयत्न) directed towards 
obtaining or avoiding those means. Good and bad efforts 
produce merit and demerit respectively; while these last 
produce 8 संस्कार on the mind, which संस्कार becomes when 
ripened the cause of a succession of births. 


2. विशेषय्वण8 or special qualities are enumerated in the 
verse quoted on p. 86 supra. Out of these eight :. e. the 
Six, intellect, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and effort, 
and 4६7८७४ or fate including both merit and demerit are 
the special qualities of Soul only. The significance of ara, 
only, is that these qualities reside in Soul alone and no- 
where else, while the other special qualities are found in 
other substances. .& नबिहोषखण is defined by T. D. -in tho 
next section as a quality that resides in one substance only 
at a time and not in two or more substances conjointly, such 
as number ete. ‘See, p. 87., supra. 


पु LXXY. संस्कारः 


Faculty or Impuls§ is of three kinds: Velocity, Mental im- 
yassin and Elastici 


1. संस्कार or Facultylis almost undefinable, as may be guess- 

l ed\from the truism given by T. D. The 

reason of it seems to be that its three 

varieties are so incongruous and different 

in nature that no general definition can be equally applic- 
able to all. The wonder rather is how these irreconcilable 
things came to be classed under one head. S. C. gives a 
definition which is only a little better: सामान्यख्णात्मविशेष- 
युणो भयद्त्तिशणत्वव्याप्यजातिमान, ‘that which has a जाति ( संस्का- 
रत्व) which is next below झुणत्वज्ञाति and which resides in 
both the general qualities and the special qualities of Soul.’ 
The qualities are sharply divided into two classes, general and 
special, but संस्कार is the only quality which is common to 
both, since two of its varieties, Velocity and Elasticity go 
under general qualities, while the third called भावना 07 
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mental impression isthe «pereat quality of Soul. Another 
"x perhaps a still betler definition 01 संस्कार is giveu by 
larkihe- Rakshi:—qesrdia सभत्पातस्तण्ञातीथस्य कारणम्‌ | स्वथं 
यस्ताद्विजातीयः संस्कार; स गणा भवेत. ॥ " A property which pro- 
duces an 01061 from n eise of the same kind, although it 
is itself dissimilar? This meang that whenever a quality 
or action tna thing is repeated or produces effects exactly 
similar to itself by some internal force and without external 
agency, tht internal foree is called संस्कार. 

2. The three varieties of सरकार are बेग ( Velocity ), भावना 
Cental empression) aud रिवतिस्थापक (//८०७- 
Hoy). The first is said to reside in the 
live corporeal ( मूर्त ) substances only, 
namely, earth, water, light, ait and mind; and the reason 
is obvious, for there tan be no zelocí/y or motion unless the 
thine bas a limited dimension. भागनहू is simply defined as 
that nupressiou whieh is hora of अमुभव and becomes the 
causo of remembrance. स्थितिस्थापक or Clastiedy is that 
power or foree whieh bres a thing back to its normal 
shape or condition whenever it is distorted.  Alasteetty is 
found in earthy things such as a mate The several remarks 
of T. D. have been already explained in their proper places, 
and so need not be noticed here. Of these three varieties 
भाषना nlone deserves the name of सँस्कार, and is generally 
referred to by that word. The other two are common properties 
of all material things, and can be termed संस्कार only by a very 
far-fetched analogy. Ballantyne thinks bhat tho similarity 
of the three varieties of संस्कार consists in the thing acting 
by itself without an impulse from an external agent. The 
explanation is plausible, though not quite convincing. 
संस्कार is therefore an impulse inhering in the very thing 
in which a property reproduces itself. This is at best the 
only characteristic wherein the three varieties agree. 


Faculty is of three 
hinds, 


Sgor. LXXVI-LXXIX, कमसामान्यसमचायचिशोषाः. 


Action consists of motion, That whiche causes connection 
with region wards is Tossing; that which causes connection 
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with region downwards is Dropping; that which causes con- 
nection nearer the body is Pulling or Contraction; that which 
causes connection with distant place is Rushing or Expansion. 
All else is motion residing only in the four substances Earth 
etc. and mind. R 


These sections treat of the remaining categories, except 
the last. For an explanation of them, see Notes on Sect. V. 
to Sect. VIIL pp. 81-99 Supra. ^ 


b 


SECT. LXXX. अभाचः. 


Antecedent negation is without a beginning but has an end, 
and exists before the production of an effect. Destruction has 
a beginning but no end, and occurs after the productian of 
effect. Absolute megMtion exists during three times, ( past 
present and future) and has a counter-entity determined by 
connection ( with another ), e. g. there is no jar on ground. 
Reciprocal negation rs that whose counter-entity is determined 
by relation of identity, e. g. ajar ८8 not a pece of cloth. 


1. अभाव or Negation is defined by its very name (भावभिक्षः), 
As the author has already stated its four 
kinds, he now goes on to define each of 
them. ‘Antecedent negation has an end but no beginning,’ 
while ‘Conseguent negation or destruction has a beginning but 
no end.’ The other two negations have neither beginning nor ` 
end. Thus the first two form one group of transient 
negations, the other two a second group of permanent ones. 
Antecedent and Consequent negations are spoken of with 
reference to a कार्य, the one representing the time before 
production, and the other representing the time after 
destruction. Thus प्रागभाव, कार्य and wi may be said to 
represent in order the three divisions of eternal time, past, 
present and future, of which the past ( प्रागभाव ) has no 
beginning and the future ( ww ) has no end because time 
itself is e&ernal, Between these tyro divisions of eternity 
lies the कार्य which is limited both ways, namely, by'ereation 
at one end end by destruction at the other. But suppose a 


Negation, 
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कार्य which has once been destroyed is reproduced; will not 
then its intermediate ध्वंस have been destroyed in its turn by 
the reproduction ? The Naiydyike answers, no; because the 
second कार्य, though produced from the same materials, is 
distinct from the first. That which was destroyed was 
destroyed for ever, while the new production is one which 
never existed before. T. D. mentions three characteristics 
of प्रागभाव and var each;;both reside onfthe intimate or ma- 
terial cause of their घरतियोगि, e. g. घटाभाव resides on मृत्परमाण; 
they are respectively the cause and effect of their प्रतियोगि; 
and they are respectively the reasons why people say of a 
thing that ‘it will be,’ or that ‘it is destroyed.’ 


2. Adsolute negation is ‘that which is eternal and has a 
प्रतियोगि determined by some connection 

Absolute negation. ( with another thing ), while reciprocal 
j negation has a प्रतियोगि that is determined 

by the relation of identity of two things.’ The qualification 
त्रैकालिक ( भूतभविष्यद्वर्तमानरत्तिरित्यर्थः V. V. ) distinguishes aeq- 
न्ताभाव from प्रागभाव and ध्वंस), while संसर्गाषाच्छन्नप्रातियोगिकत्व 
distinguishes it from अन्योन्याभाव. The name अत्यन्ताभाव' may 


be explained by the derivation अन्तमवाधिमतिक्रान्ती नित्योऽभाव 
हाते व्युत्पात्तिः । अत पवायमात्यान्तिकस्रकालिक इत्याभिधीयते. 


संसर्ग is the connection by which one thing may reside on 
another. Thus a wa resides on its अधिकरण the wae by. 
संयोगसंबंध, while गन्ध resides in earth by समवायसंबंध, each of 
which is called संसर्ग. Now ifa jar stands on any spot of 


ground we say ECEE GEET by which of course we mean संयोग- 
संबंधेन waa; and hence even in sucha case we are free to 
say that समवायसंबंधेन सूतले घटो area. The jar stands on the 
spot by संथोगसंबंध, but not by समवायसंबंध; so that although 
was is घटवत्‌ by संयोग it is घटाभाववत्‌ by समवाय. Here घट is the 
प्रतियोगि of सूतलनिष्ठ घटाभाव) not by संयोग but by समवाय; or 
more briefly the प्रतियोगिता of घट is समवायाबाच्छिन्न- Similarly 
although earth possesses,odour by समवाय, the wey may be 
said to be संयोगावच्छिन्नत्वेन प्रतियोगि of प्रथिवीनिष्ठगन्धात्यन्ताभाव- 
Whenever therefore an अत्यन्ताभाव of ७ thing is spoken of it 
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is always understood that the absolute negation is predicated 
of the अधिकरण by some particular संसर्ग, Henco अत्यन्ताभाव 18 
defined as संसर्गावच्छिन्नप्रातियोगिताकः 


3. अन्योन्याभाव is distinguishable from अत्यन्ताभाव in having 
to depend on a different kiud of संबंध, In 
1111 the former a thing is प्रतियोगि of an अभाव 
| residing in another by तादात्म्यसंबंध, and 
not by संयोग or समवाय a8 is the case with अत्यन्ताभाक- In 
simple language, when we speak of absolute negation we 
deny any connection between the प्रतियोगि on the one hand 
and the अलुयोगि that is the अधिकरण on the other; in reci- 
procal negation we deny only the identity of the two. When 
we say भूतलं Wat न, we only convey that they aro not identi- 
cal; but when we siy भूतले पटो नास्ति, wo mean something 
more; we convey that not only yag and aqs aro non-identical; 
but that they are not even connected together. अत्यन्तपभाव 
is the denial of a wae between two things; अन्योस्याभाव is 
the denial of their तादात्म्य. Thus if we suy रतम्भः पिशाचों न 
we deny the identity of the ghost and the post; if we say 
स्तम्भे पिशायी न we deny the oxistence of the ghost on the 
post. The nature of the अभाव is therefore determined by 
the form of the denial although the idea conveyed may be 
the same. ox घटत्वं नास्ति und ae: पठो न both mean the 
same thing; but one is an अत्यन्ताभाब, while the other is 
81 अन्योन्याभाव. 


4, S. C. divides अत्यन्ताभाव iuto two sorts एकपर्याप्तधर्मावस्छित- 


Lo venere: ‘that whose प्रातियोगि isa pro- 
iio ad perty residing in one substance as घटत्या” 


भाव, and अनेकपर्याप्तधर्मावच्छित्षप्रतियोगिताकः 
‘that whose प्रतियोगि is a property jointly residing in many 
things as fgearara. ' But this is uot the only division possi- 
ble, for, as T. D. remarks, both अत्यन्ता भाव and अन्योन्याभाव' 
will have as many kinds, as the संसर्ग aud the तादात्म्य of the 
प्रतियोगि will be various, although the प्रतिथोगि itself remains 
the same. 


5. The sentencé in T. D., explaining the multiplicity of 
P wbsalaute and reciprocal negations is even 
An obscure pas- ag anp कक T TT 
iei D. a8 00) rated very 'obscare if not positively 
incorrect. It reads प्रतियोगिताबच्छेदकारोंप्प- 
+» * [-] 
संसर्भभे दादेकप्रतियोगिकयोरत्यन्ताभावान्योन्यामाक्षयोर्बहुत्वम्‌र The sen- 
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tence will be intelligible if we take आरोप्य to mean चर्म or 
property. It will then mean ‘that अत्यन्ताभाव and अन्योन्याभाव, 
though having one प्रतियोगि, are manifold owing to the varie- 
ty ( भेदात्‌ ) of the properties (आरोप्य) and connections (संसर्ग) 
that are respectively प्रातियोगितावच्छेदक in each case ; that is, 
the number of अन्यो depends on the variety of प्राति०-वच्छे०- 
धर्म, and that of अत्य° on the variety of प्राति०-वच्छे"-संसर्ग 
Nilakantha interpretes the sentence in the same way. The 
remark appears to have been copied from a passage in 
Raghundtha Stromani’s Didhiti, which being more explicit 
may be profitably compared with it. Raghundtha says we- 
प्रातियोगिकयोरप्यत्यन्ताभावान्योन्याभावयोः प्रतियोगितावच्छेदकधर्म-प्राति- 
योगितावबच्छेदकसंसर्ग-भेदादहुत्वस । तत्र प्राति०--संसर्गभेदादत्यन्ताभावबहु-- 
स्वस्‌) भाति०--धर्मभेदादन्योन्याभावबहुत्वमाते योजना. । * An illustra- 
tion will make all this clear. The अत्यन्ताभाव of केवल देवदत्त is 
distinct from that of दण्डॉवाशिष्ट Swan because the प्रतियोगेता- 
qag in one 18 केवलदेवदत्तसंसर्ग and in the other दण्डविशिष्ट- 
देवदत्तसंसर्ग- In अन्योन्याभाव there is no संसर्ग and therefore the 
«rare is considered with respect to properties (sri) residing ou 
प्रतियोगि. Thus the अन्योन्याभाव of श्वेत घट is different from that of 
नील घड, because the प्रतियोगितावच्छेदक is नीलत्व 111 one and श्वेतत्व 
in the other case. 

G. In conclusion T.1).notices some of the different views 
propounded in connection with अभाव, The Vaiseshifas recog- 
nize a fifth अभाब called सामायिकाभाव ‘temporary absence’ in 
such cases as इह wae wet नास्ति. The घटाभाव exists on yag 80 
long as ye is absent, and vanishes as soon as it is brought 
there; itis not therefore 'चैकालिक and so differs fromaeyeqrara. 
Annambhatta includes it in अत्यन्ताभाव, forasa matter of fact 
warara resides permanently on wee while its occasional dis- 
appearance may be explained by its being covered by ye 
whenever the latter is present. A rule is therefore laid down 
that the अत्यन्त्याभाव of धट though नित्य is manifested only 
when if is accompanied by either the प्रागभाव or प्रध्वंस of 
घटसंयोग E CI] 

7. A writer named Saundadopddhydya introduced a new 
kind of अभाव called व्याज्विकरणधर्माबाच्छिन्नाभाव in such examples 
as पठत्वैन Wat नास्ति) that is, wer does not exist on yag in 


rudy hte हि बि कामम ० न भ प tat pip qne क 


* Bhimadharya ; Nyd ya - Kosh a, 2nd ed, p. 45, note 2 
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the form of yz although it may exist there as qa; but 
Annambhatta along with the majority of Nydya writers con- 
Siders it at the most a case of pagra अनुमान and not 5 
simple अभाव. Asa matter of fact this variety of अभाव iş 
recognized for dialectical purposes only and is of little use in 
practical life 


8. Opposed to the Nasydyikas were the Prábhákara school 

of Mimdmsakas (followers ot Prabhd- 

Negation not re- kara or Guru ), who refused to recognize 
cognized by other $04 

systematssts. अभाव as a separate category existing 


apart from its अधिकरण. According to them 


e and generally according to all the Jfimdihsakas and Vedán- 


tins अभाव is only आघिकरणक्केवल्यमात्रम्‌ , ‘simple substratum 
and nothing more.’ T. D. rejects "this view on the 
ground that if is impossible to determine what अधिकरणकैव॑ल्य 
is. But if, says the Mimdmsaka, अभाव is a separate cate- 
gory there will be अनवस्था, for as घटाभाव is different from 
az, the अभाव of घटा भाव will differ from it, and so the nuum- 
ber of अभाव8 will be infinite. To remove this objection, the 
ancient Naiydyikas regarded the second अभाव 2. ८. घटाभावा- 
भाव as identical with wa. The moderns however go one step 
further and regard the second अभाव as distinct from both qe 
and warara; but the अभाव of that, namely the third अभाव 
was identified with the first, warara, the reason being that 
an aata being a negation can be identical with an अभाव only 
and never with a भाववस्तु like wa. Annambhatia appears to 
favour the ancient view. 


Secr., LXXXI. उपसंहारः. 


As all things are included severally in those enumerated, it is 
proved that there are only seven categories. 


1. The author concludes his Compendium of Seyen Cate- 
gories by showing that all the other 

NS Eoi icem pe padarthas mentioned by Gotama as well as 
haustive other writers are included in some one of 
the seven enumerated at the beginning of 


this book, Gotama’s first aphorism which is quoted by T 
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contains a list of sixteen paddrthas recognized by the Naiyd- 
yikas proper, namely, प्रमाण ( Proof ), प्रमेय ( Object of know- 
ledge ), संशय ( Doubt ), प्रयोजन ( Motive ), दृष्टान्त (Instance), 
सिद्धान्त ( Conclusion), अबयब (Premise), तर्क (Reductio ad Ab- 
surdum), निर्णय ( Determination ), बाद ( Disquisition ), जल्प 
( Controversy ), वितण्डा ( Cavil), हेत्वाभास ( Fallacy), छल 
(Perversion), जाते (Self-contradiction), and निग्रहस्थान'(Refnta- 
tion ). T. D. then briefly explains each of these and its sub- 
(divisions. All these are not properly speaking categories but 
only so many topics that require to be attended to in a dis- 
putation with an antagonist. Gotama’s 16 topics which are 
meant for dialectical purposes are therefore in no way ir- 
reconcilable with the seven Categories of Kanáda which are 
metaphysioal. There are however some other things recog- 
nized as separate padáríhas by other systematists, but they 
alsd fallunder the seven mentioned in this book. For in- 
stance शक्ति (Power) and स्वत्व ( Ownership), says T. D., are not 
independent categories as some have supposetf. The power of 
burning which resides in fire is not different from fire, while 
the power of ashes to cleanse metals is also not distinct from 
the washing away of those ashes, after they have purified the 
metal. ewe or ownership is only the capability of a thing.for 
being disposed of justas one pleases, andis therefore nothing 
but a quality of the thing. साददय ( Jtesembdlance) has also 
been supposed by some to be a distinct paddrtha; but Vis- 
vanitha answers: साहरयमपि न पदार्थान्तरं कि तु erp सतिं 
तद्गतभ्रूयोधमेवत्त्वं । यथा चन्द्रभिक्नत्वे सति चन्द्रगताल्हादकत्वादिमत्त्वं gu 
srexemeum t" 


2. The last paragraph of T. D. begins with a curious dis~ 
" quisition on the meaning of the Potential 

Fa fs an injun- form, यजेत जुद्दयात्‌ etc. which is usually em- 
ployed in Vedic injunctions ; but it is ra- 

ther difficult to see how the topic is relevant ina book on 
Nydya, unless of course itis intended to show that the Vydya 
system, although differing considerably ftom the exegetical 
school of Mimdmsakas, is not really inconsistent with the 
unqusgfioned authority of the Vedas and has itsown method 


* 


* B. M, Celo. ed, p, 4. 
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of interpreting Vedic texts. fy, according to Gotama, is 
a विधायकवाक्य, ‘a text which enjoins some act upon men.’ * 
Vedic texts are either rg ( Injunction ) अर्थवाद ( Statement 
of a fact) or अनुबाद ( Repetition), of which faf is the 
principal and the other two only subsidiary to it. Jajunction 
is of two kinds, नियोग (Command) such as अश्नेहोत्र हु 
यात स्वर्गकामः, Or अनुज्ञा ( Permission ) such as ज्योतिष्टोमेन स्वर्ग 
कामो यजेत, the difference between the two being that the first 
enjoins a नित्यकमं which entails sin if omitted, while the 
second prescribes only a काम्यकर्म which may or may not be 
performed. Annambhatia’s definition of तिथि is * a sentence 
which conveys knowledge that prompts a desire for action 
Which in its turn produces effort." The second ofthe above 
texts for instance prompts a यजमान to perform a ज्योतिष्टोम, 
and then he makes preparations for the ceremony. But one 
might ask how can ज्योतिष्टोम be the cause of the attainment 
of heaven to the यजमान since a cause must be फलायोगव्यव- 
च्छिन्न, ‘immediately preceding the effect,’ while in this case 
the end of the sacrifice and its we, ws. the attainment of 
heaven ( which can take place only after the death of यजमान), 
may be separated by considerable lapse of time? To remove 
this difficulty and establish a connection betwoen the cause 
ज्योतिष्टोम and the फल स्वर्ग, a व्यापार is assumed in the interval, 


called अपूर्व. 


3. Although the Naiydy:ka accepts the efficacy of Vedie 
rites a8 befits every orthodox systematist, 

pu summum 0०-, pe does not depend upon them exclusive- 
ly. The attaimnent of heaven by means 

of the Vedic rites is not according to him the true goal of 
man. Theend and aim of philosophy, says T. D., such as 
the knowledge of the seven padérthas, is Salvation, which 
consists in recognizing the self as distinct from body and 
other material things. This is laid down ın the celebrated 
text, “Oh Maitreyi, the Self should be perceived, heard, 


POR 01010 ही 
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considered and contemplated upon."* Gotama defines 
निश्चयस' or अपवर्ग as आत्यन्तिकी gafar ‘eternal cessation of 
pain,’ while Kandda declares that मोक्ष or salvation consists 
in * the separation of the soul from the former body, not fol- 
ldwed by his union with another owing to the absence of 
ww. t According to both, salvation consists not in any 
kind of positive pleasure as the Mimdshsakas think, but in 
the complete and eternal cessation of all pain. This can 
be attained. by right knowledge alone, as is distinctly said 
in the Sruts, तमेव विदित्वातिसत्युमेति नान्यः पन्था विद्यतेयनाय.! कर्म, 
i. €. the Vedic rite, does not directly lead to salvation as 
ihe Mimdmsakas suppose; but it only prepares the ground 
for the attainment of knowledge by destroying sins and 
purifying the soul. When this knowledge is digested by 
constant contemplation, it ripens and leads to कैवल्य. This 
process.is described in Gotama’s second aphorism, दुःखजन्म- 
प्रदत्तिदोषसिथ्याज्ञानानारझत्तरोत्तरापाये तदनन्तरापायादपधर्ग::-५ Of the 
five things, pain, birth, effort, faults and erroneous know- 
ledge, the destruction of the subsequent leads to the destruc- 
tion of the immediately preceding, and so ultimately the 
salvation follows. The destruction of मिथ्याज्ञान causes the 
removal of various दोषऽ such ३४ राग, द्वेष etc. When these 
are removed effort also coases, for no desire is left to induce 
safe. Cessation of waft necessarily stops जन्ममरणपरम्परॉ; 
for ware having ceased, no action is done and no अदृष्ट which 
is the cause of जल्म is produced. When the series of births, 
ends, it is necessarily followed by the cessation of pain, for 
then the soul is for ever freed from the body which is the 
seat of pain. Finally, complete cessation of pain brings on 
salvation, which is the ultimate goal of all true philosophy. 
The proper way to attain salvation is therefore to attack 
the very beginning, namely, सिथ्याज्ञान which lies at the 
root of all our misery. This मिथ्याज्ञान consists in the er- 
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roneous identification of the soul with our body and with 
material objects. Cognitions such as अहं सखी, अहं दुःखी are 
all products of such wrong identification. It is the purpose 
of true Sástra therefore to destroy this मिथ्याज्ञान by impart- 
ing wagra. This true knowledge is the correct knowledge" 
of the seven categories, for it is only by knowing these ac- 
curately that one can discriminate them from the eternal 


and transcendental Soul. To give aright knowledge of the 
paddrihas is therefore the प्रयोजन of this Sdsira. The 


necessity for inculcating this प्रयोजन arises from our com- 
mon experience as expressed in the maxim घयोजनमडादिइ्य न 


मन्दोऽपि sada which is as true in the case of acquision of 
, knowledge as in other walks of life. All systems of Indian 


philosophy open with an enunciation of agaewagea the 
four requisites of every Sástra, and प्रयोजन or purpose which 
is one of them is invariably stated to be the तत्त्वज्ञान, the 
knowledge of reality, leading to salvation. Ancieat Hindu 
philosophers may fight with one another on almost every 
point, but in one respect they agree among themselves and 
differ from the votaries of other religions, viz. in holding 
that it is knowledge of truth and not blind faith in a revela- 
tion or a Saviour that is the road to salvation. Even the reli- 
gion of Bhakti which spread through and permeated popular 
thought in India in later times under Mahomedan 
influence was based on the solid principle of qam. The 
doctrine of ज्ञानान्मोक्षः isin fact the corner-stone of all the 
philosophical systems of India. 


Appendix A. 
Meaning of Avachchhedaka. 


Laemenenanm cnl 


Nothing is more difficult for a beginner than to under- 
stand the exact sense of the term Avachchhedaka and its 
varieties Which occur so frequently in Vydya writings. The 
following Note on the meaning of the word appended to 
Cowell translation of Udayanáchárya!'s Kusumdiyali will 
therefore be found useful :— 


** The term Avachchhedgka has at least three meanings, 
as distinguishing, particularizing, and determining. ' ' 


४४, In the phrase ‘a blue lotus,’ ‘blue’ is the distinguish- 
ing Avdchcehhedaka ( i. e. Videshana )' of the lotus;—it dis- 
‘tinguishes it from others of different colours. 


b. In the sentence ‘the bird sits on the tree on the 
branch! ( wat शाखायां पक्षी ), S4kháyám particularises the exact 
 Spot—this is the ehadesdvachchhedaka. 


c. But the third is the usual MNaiydyika use of the word 
i. 6. as determining ( niydmaka ). Wherever we find a re- 
lation which is not itself included in any one of the seven 
categories but is common to several, we require something 
to determine its different varieties; thus if we say that fire 
is the cause of smoke, or vice versa smoke the effect of fire, 
we do not mean only this particular case but any fire or 
smoke; we therefore require, to determine this particular 
relation of causality, somethiüg which shall be always 
found present with it. This in * fire is the cause of smoke’ 
it will be vahnitva, the species of all fires. This will always 
be found present wherever the causation of smoke is found 
and itis therefore called the dhatma-kdranatdvachchhedaka 
as dhamatwa would be the eaAnikáryatávachchedaka. If we 
have several causes or effects (as 6. g. green wood in the 
case of smoke), each héranaté or kâryat will require its own 
avachchhedaka. But we could not say that * substance’ is 
the avachchhedaka of ‘quality’ although it does always 
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accompany it, because quality is a category by itself and 
common to several. An avachchhedaka is always required 
for such relations as Adranatd, hdryatd, sakyatd, jueyatá, 
pratiyogitd, etc. Thus gotva is the avachchhedaka of the 
go-sabda-sakyaté as otherwise the word go might be restrict- 
ed to mean only this particular cow, or extended to include 
every animal; and in बह्लयभावस्य प्रतियोगी aR, we have vahn- 
iva as the avachchhedaka of the pratiyogitd. This determining 
notion need not be always a species; thus in कीर्यस्य जनक- 
श्वेष्रावान्‌, cheshtá is the avachchhedaka of kdranatd, and cheshté 
is included in the category of * action. ° ( Cowell : Kusumdaii- 
jali of Udayanáüchárya, p. 26 ). 


ऐकला तलामा] रिडर 


| Appendix B. 


The following lists ofall the known commentaries ‘ou 
Annamblatta's Tarka-Sangraha and Tarka-Diphkd arë com- 
piled from Aufrchet/s Catalogus Catalogorum, Bhimacharya’s 
Ny4ya-kosa, Hall’s Bibliographical Index of Indian Philoso- 
phical Systems and other sources. Letters in brackets 
indicate the copies consulted for which see Appendix C. 


I Commentaries on तर्केसंग्रह. 
१ तर्कसंग्रहदीपिका or तर्कदीपिका by the author of T. S, himself, 


printed at various places. 


२ ल्यायबोधिनी by madaar, printed by N. §. Press at 
ombay. 


३ सिद्धान्तचन्द्रोदय by श्रीकृष्णधूर्जेटिदीक्षित, printed at Bonares. 

४ पदळत्य by चन्द्रजसिंह, printed by N. S. Press at Bombay. 

५ तर्कसंगहतत्त्वप्रकाश by नीलकण्ठ $ this is perhaps नीलकण्डी, 

६ निरुक्ति 07 पट्टाभिरामाटिप्पणी by पट्टाभिराम Or माधवपदाभिराम, 
printed in 1915 at Madras ( W. ) 


७ TONO or निरुक्ति printed in 1915 at Madras 


* 


€ तर्कसंग्रहचाद्रका by सकुन्दभट्ट गाडगीळ, printed by N.S. Press 
, at Bombay.  . , 


९ तर्क्संगरहव्याख्या or वाक्यदत्ति by मेरुशासत्री गोडबोले, printed in 
1915 at-Madras ( W. ) x 


१० तकंसंहटीका by अनन्तनारायण- 
११.त्रकफंक्रिक्ा by क्षमाकत्याण' 


a 
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१२ न्यायाथलघुबोधेनी by atraer. 
१३ तर्कसंग्रहटीका by गौोरीकान्त. 

१४ निरुक्ति by जगन्नाथशाश्निन्‌* 

१५ व्यायबोधिनी by झुक्रत्ननाथ- 
^98 त. सं. टीका by रामनाथ. 

१५ तर्कसं्रहतरङ्गिणी by विन्ध्येश्वरीप्रसाद, 
१८ त. सं. टीका by विश्वनाथ. 

१९ तर्कचन्द्रिका or प्रभा by वेद्यनाथ गाडगीळ. 
२० त. सं. टीका by हनुमान son of व्यास. 
२१ त. स. व्याख्या by सुरारि. 

२२ तर्कसंगहोपल्यास ; author unknown. 
२३ तर्कसंग्रहटीका; author not known. 
२४ तर्कसग्रहशकु; Ditto. 

२५ न्यायचन्द्रिकाः Ditto. 


» 


:* |. II. Commentaries on तकेदीपिका, 


१ तर्कसं्रहदीपिकाप्रकाश or नीलकण्ठप्रकाशिका by नीलकण्ठ्यास्रिन 
author of तष्वचिन्तामणिदीधितिदीका- This is again commented 
ou by रामभद्रभदू It is printed at Bombay, Benares and 
Madras. 

२ रामरुद्रीयस्‌ by रामरुद्रभठ्ठ printed at Madras ( W ). 

३ afterenser or aftr by राय नरासेंह printed at 
. Madras ( W ). 

४ पदहामिराभप्रकाशिका ends abruptly at arg printed at Madras 
(W) 

५ भास्करोद्या a commentary on नीलकण्ठी by लक्ष्मीच्नसिंह, son 
of नीलकण्ठ, printed by N. S. Press at Bombay. ( R) 

६ तर्कफाक्किका by क्षमाकल्याण, pupil of जिनलामसूरि who wrote 
his commentary ou both T. S. and T. D. in 1772 A. D, 

७ सूरतकल्पतरु by श्रीनिवास- 

८ टीका by मङ्गाधरभट्ट- 

५ ठीका by जगदीशभड- 

१० तृत्त्वार्थदीपिका by बाडलवेकूटयरु. 


Appendix C. 


The present edition ofthe Tarka-Sangrahaand its two com- 
mentariesis based on the following copies. Of these fourteen 
twelve are printed or lithographed editions, and the rest were 
Mss. Out of these, twelve give the text of Sangraha, eleven of 
the Dipi&á and eight of the Nydya-Bodhini. Insome cases 
the same copy gives both the original and either ‘of the 
two commentaries, while the one marked C contains all the 
three. These have been marked as one. The following 
conspectus will give an idea of the varied character of the 


editions and Mss. consulted ¿+— 
Tarka-Sangraha. : 
A—Tarka-Sangraha with Dipiha ( 9rd ed. ), carefully edited 
by the late Mr. K.P. Parab and printed at the Nirnaya- 
sagara Press, Bombay. 


B—The text of Sangraha alone, printed in Ballantyne’s 
Lectures on Nydya Philosophy ( Allahabad 1849 ). 


C—A lithograph edition of Sangraha, Dipikà and Nydya- 
Bodhoni, with different paging for each and belonging to, 
the Jeypur library. It is very carelessly printed. A 
portion of the Sangraha from the 28th to the 31st 
section inclusive, as well as the concluding paragraph 
of the Dipikd and the portion of Nydya—Bodhini after 
शाब्दपरिच्छेदे are missing. However it generally gives 
correct readings and proved useful in disputed places. 
It was obtained from the late Pundit Durga-Prasad of 
, Jeypur. 


D—An oblong edition of Sangraha with the commentary 
Siddhania~Chedrodaya by Srtkrishna Dhiarjate Dikshita , 
printed at Benares in 1881. «lt is carefully. edited. 
and proyed a useful guide, chiefly owing to the com. 
mentary which is copious though not alwaysaccuratt. 
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E—An oblong edition of Sangraha with the commentary 
Váya- Vritta of Meru Sástr? printed at Poona in 1873 
Its value consists entirely in the commentary 

F—An annotated edition of Sangraha and Dipiké by Mr. 
K. C. Mehendale s. a. This although professing to be 
based on two or three Mss. does not materially differ 
from the Nirnaya Sagar edition. A second edition of 
this has been published ın 1908 with the addition of a 
new Sanskrit commentary by Pandit Bhavanishankar 
Shastri 

G—A Ms. containing the Sangroha and the Dip:kå obtained 
from the library of Baroda Sanskrit Pathasala. It 
gives important variants in several pluces, especially 
in the Dipitd, which are uot to be found in other 
copies. It closely agrees with Jp and seems to have 
been copied either from it or from some common origi- 
nal. It bears no date. 


H—Ms. containing Sangraha only obtained from Ratnagiri. 
It was copied at Benares in Samvat 1820. It varies pret- 
ty often from the usual text, but the readings are not 
generally happy. 


J—A Ms. of Sangraha and Dipikå belonging to Dr. H. 
Jacobi of Bonn, Germany. It is undoubtedly the 
oldest and also the best authority. It is very clearly 
written and contains many marginal corrections in at least 
two hands. The Sangraha and the Dipikd are paged 
differently and have different colophons. The’ colophon 
at the end of the Dipekd is inserted in our edition ( p. 
6% supra ); while that of the Sangraha runs thus:—-g1@ 
शीतर्कसंग्रहाभिधानो यन्थः समात्तिमगमत्‌। सांबशिवो जयतु । श्रीरस्तु 
dea १७७० वर्षे कार्तिकछक्षष्ट्यां gu लिखितोऽयं ग्रन्थ: | दराभमस्त ॥ 
It arrived after the work of collation of the 1st edition was 
completed, but just jn time to allow its varietas lectionis 
being incorporated in the footnotes. Fortunately except 
in one ot two instances no alterations were needed, as the 
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readings already selected were found to agree with those 
inJ. In several cases many doubtful readiugs and conjec- 
tural emendations of mine were unexpectedly confirmed 
by this Ms., a fact which is perhaps the best proof of 
the correctness of the readings adopted. My hearty 
51.30 ६8 are due to Dr. Jacobi for lending his copy for 
uso, and also to Mr. B. G. Tilak of Poona who pro- 
cured it for me. 


K—Thisis an old closely written Ms. containing the San- 
graha and the Nydya-Bodhini, and obtained from Miraj. 
It possesses great value and has been mainly relied upon 
for the text of the Nyåya-Bodhini. 


Tarka- Dipikd. ^ 


Besides A, C, FG, and J already described; three print- 
ed and two Ms. copies of the .Dipihà were available, 
namely :— 


L—An old and badly written Ms. of Dipita obtained from 
the library of the late BálasSástri Agåse of Ratnagiri 
It seeme to have been copied at Benares in Satiivat 1790 
by one Vis'vanátha Joshi, son of Gopal. It is written in 
Several hands and is often incorrect. 


M—A. fine and very carefally written Ms. of Dipikd obtain- 
ed from Barhanpur. It often differed from other copies, 
and although its variants had sometimes to be rejected 
it was useful for comparison. 


N—-Àn oblong edition of Dipikà with the well-known com- 
mentary of Nilakantha, printed at Benares in 1875. It 


` contains several additions which were not found in any 
" Other copy and. which had therefore to be rejected. 
. Nilakenikale commentary however proved a valuable 
aid: in judging the correctness of a reading, in as much 
yenerally gives: the: best reading-and sometimes 
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P:—-An oblong edtion of Dip only, printed at Jagadis’~ 
vara Press, Bombay. It generally agrees with A and was 


not of much use. 
Q:—An edition of Sangrahz, Nilakantha’s Prakdiu and a 


commentary thereon named  BAás£arodayá by Nila- 
kantha'sson Lakshmi-nyisinha, edited by Pandit Mu- 
kunda Jha and printed by Nirnayasagar Press, Bombay. 


Nydya- Bodhini. 
Besides C and K already described, four printed and 
two Ms. copies of N, åya-Bodhini were consulted, viz:— 


R:—A. Ms. of Nydya-Bodhini only, written carelessly and 
often incorrectly. It was kindly lent by the late Mr 
N. B. Godbole, B. a. of the Poona Training College 
Its was copied on the 13th of Ashádha, Vadya, Samvat 
1907, and generally agreed with C 

S:—AÀ lithograph edition of Nydya-Bodhini printed at 
Benaras in 1875. The editor seems to have made no 
attempt at collation. lt contains many sentences and 
even long passages extending to a page or more which 
are not found in any of the other Mss. consulted by 
me. These additions appear to be interpolations, con- 
sisting of explanatory paraphrases of the original short 
gentences, which are sometimes retained and sometimes 


omitted 
Ti-—This appears to be a reprint, and a very incorrect one 
too, of the last preceding, printed at Benares in 1881. 


U:-—An editon of Sangrahka and Nydya-Bodhkini with an- 
notatious called Padakritya priuted by Nirnaya-Sagar 
Press, Bombay 

V:-—AÀ Ms. of Nydya-Bodhint kindly lent by Pandit Bad- 


rinathn Sastrin of Baroda. It generally agrees with B 
R and C, and was useful for ascertaining the correct 


reading whenever the other copies differed hopelessly. 
Itesometimes gives*its own variants. It ends at सामान्य 


a and bears no date. 
49 
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W:—An edition of Saügraha and nine Commentaries edited 
and published by Pandit Chandrasekhara Sastrigal of 
Mylapore, published in 1915 at Madras. 


X, Y and Z:—These three Mss. were kindly lent to me by 
Pandit Balacharya Gajendragadkar of Satara to whom 
I am highly obliged for the loan. One of these X 
containing the Sangraha bears the date Saké 1720. The 
other two Y and Z coutain the text of the Dipjkd. They 
mostly agree with G and J and are chiefly valuablé for 
having been corrected under the superintendence of the 
late learned Anantüchárya Gajendragadkar. 


Most of the Mss. and editions of Saùgraka and Dipthd 
mentioned above belong to Northern India or the 
Deccan. As Annambhatia wasa resident of Carnatic, Mss. 
from that quarter would have proved very valuable guides, 
but W. which is an elaborate edition of Sangraha and Com- 
mentaries by a learned Pandit of South India has largely 
supplied the desideratum. The copies already consulted 
belong to different ages and distant provinces, and 
hence the text of Annambéhatta’s two works may for all 
practical purposes be taken as settled. It is to be regretted 
that the same cannot be said of the Nydya-Bodhni. Only 
a few copies of this work were available, and they varied 
among themselves so much and some times so hopelessly, 
that it was often impossible to ascertain the correct 
reading. Sentences and even whole passages are read 
differently in different Mss. and the work of collation was 
most difficult in several places. The defects can be cured 
only when more trustworthy Mss. are available. 


(nie 


Index. 


L References herein are to pagos. | 


A. 


Abháva- 2,6,15,99-103,370 


Adbarma— 5,59,367 
Adhikari~ 70 
Adrishta- 209 
Akánkshá- 52,340 

A karaja- 8 

Akása- 3,11,126,133 
Akuüehana- 5,60 > 
Ambiguous middle- 329 
Amla- 15 ` 
Anaikántika- 44,3092 
Andhakára- 4 

Anu- 18 

Anubhava~ 21, 180 
Anubandha~ 70 
Ánumána- 34,37,233 
Anumiti- 34,238 
Anupalabdhi- 32,228 
Anupasamhéri~ 44,342 
Anuvyavasiya~ 22 
Anvayu-vyá&pti- 40 
Anvaya-vyatireki- 40 
Anyathásiddha- 26,192 
Anyathàkhyáti- 56 
Anyonyábháva- 6,62,372 
Âp- 3,7,110, i 
Apina~ 9 

Aparatva- 5,19,167 


A pastam ba-- Intro, XXXIV. 


AÀpavarga- 64 
Aptrva~ 66 
Apramé~ 359 


A pta- 50 
Apta-vákya- 50 
Aristotle- Intro. 1x. 
Artha- 30 
Arthápatti- 55,355 
Asádhárana- 44,302 
Asimavayi~ 26,27,70 
Asambhava- 11,81 
Asiddha- 44,46,308 
Asrayásiddha- 46 
Atidasa- 50 
Ativyüpti- 11,81 
Atman- 3,12,134-137 ` 
Atomic theory~ 120 
Atyantibhiva- 6,62 
Audarya- 8 
Audulomi- Intro. xxrv. 
Avichi- 12 
Avakshepana- 5,60 
Avayava~ 64 
Avyapti~ 11,81 
Ayathartha~ 56 
Ayutasiddha- 61 

B. 
Badari~ Intro. xxiv. 
Bádaráyana- Jnéro. xxu. 
Badhita— 44,48,318 
Bharata~ 54 
Bháva- 16 
Bhavana 22,59 
Bhoga- 7 
Bhrama- 57 . 


Buddhi~ 5,29,59,173 
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C. 
Categories- 73-5 
Causality- 198 
Causes— 206 
Chakshnu- 8 
Chaitanya- Intro. Lit. 
Chalana- 60 
Chhala— 64 
Chitra~ 14 
Cognition- 173-176 
Colour- 151—154 
, Creation- 118 
D. 


Destruction- 119 
Dharma- 5,58,867 
Dharmakirti- Intro.xLII,XLIV, 
Dharmottara- Intro. XLII 
Dhvani- 21 

Dik- 3,12,132,133 
Dinniga— Intro. XLIL XLIV. 
Dirgha~ 18 

Doubt- 360 

Dravatva- 5,20,168 
Dravya— 2,76 

Drishta~ 257 

Drishtanta- 64 

Duhkha~ 5,58,366 
Dushta-hetu- 44 
Dvesha-- 5,58,64,367 
Dvitva- 18,161 
Dvyanuka- 9. 


E. 


Effect- 196 
Ekatva- 18 


ew. 


Fallacia accidentis- 328 
Fallacies 322 e 


G, 


Gadádhara- Intro. LIIT, 
Gamana— 60 
Gandha~ 5,16,155 
Gatigesa— Intro. ut. 
Gavaya— 49 
Ghrána- 6 
Go- 49 
God- 137-142 
Gold- 112 
(Gotyma- Za£ro. XVII, XX. 
Guna- 2,5,81-87 
Guru- 63 
Gurutva- 5,20,168 

H. 
Hiribhadra Süri- Intro, x1. 
Hariti- 14 
Hetu- 38,39,295 
Hetvabhasa— 44,04,200 
Hrasvatva- 18 

I. 
Ichehháà- 5,58,59,367 
Illicit process of major- 326 
Indriya- 6,7 
lávara- 12 

J. 
Jahadajahallakshaná- 51 
Jahallakshana- 51 
Jaimini-, 69 
Jalpa- 64 
Játi—- 64 
Jayadeva— Intro, Lit. 
Jiva- $3,142~144 
Jivütman- 17 
dna 24,07 
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K. 


Kádambart- 1,71 
Kála- 3,11,129 
Kåma- 58 
Kanida~ Intro, XVIL,XX. 
Kapisa- 14 
Karana- 25,29,00,186—189, 
210 7 
Kárana- 25,192 
Karma- 2,5,61,81-89 
Kárya- 26 
Kasakritsna— Intro, XXIV. 
Kathinatva- 5 
Kutuka- 15 
I&eyalànvayi- 40,257,287 
Kovalw-vyatireki— 40,257, 
` 287 
Kiran&vali- 1,71 
Krishninanda— Intro. Lit. 
Kriti- 58 
Krodha- 58 
Kumárila- Znéro. XLII. 
L. 
Laghutva~ 5 
Lakshana~ 51,.44. 
Lavana- 15 
Laukika- 53 
Linga- 37,284 
Linga-parámaréa- 37,390,281 
M, 


Madhavacharya~ Intrp. Xt. 
Madhura- 15 

Mahá&nasa- 43 

Mahat- 18 

Manas- 9,13,14,145 
Mandana~ Intro. xr. ® 
Maügala- 1,69 ` 

Max- Müller- Intro. Ix, LEX. 


| 
| 


Mind- 145-150 
Mithyi—jfiana— 56 
Moha— 64 
Moksha- 67 
Mridutva- 5 
Mürtatva- 11 

N. 
Nigamána- 38 
Nigraha-sthána- "04: 
Ntia- 14 
Nimitta- 26,27,209 
Nirnáya- 64 
Nirvikalpaka- 29,215 
Nishprakáraka- 29 
Nisreyasa— 64 
Nyáya- 268, Intro. XVI. 

0. 
Odour- 155 

P. 


Padártha- 2,73 
Páka- 1" 

Paksha- 43,293 
Pakshatà- 34,240 
Pakshadbarmatà- 34,242 
Paüchávayava- 264 
Paramánu- 9,121 
Paramánu-váda- 121 
Paramátman- 12 
Par&ámaréa- 34,234 
Parárdha- 18 
Parártha- 37,252 
Paratva-5,19,167 
Paratastya~ 55 
Parimána- 18 
Phala- 64 sa 


Ptlupáka- 1'^ 
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Pita- 4 
Pitharapika- 17,157 
Plato- Intro. LVIII. 
Prácht- 12 
Pradhvamai- 6,62 
Prágabháàva- 6,62 
Pralaya- 16,121 
Pramáni-61,181 
Pràmànya- 55,357 
Prameya- 64 
Pràni- 0,115 
Prasárana- 5,60 


Pragastapida- Intro. XXXI, 


XXXIX. 
Prattchi- 12 
Pratijiid- 38,39 
Pratiyogi- 197 
Pratyabhijii— 22,177 
Pratyaksha- 29,30, 183,211 
Pratyasatti- 214 
Prayatna- 5,58,59,367 
Prayojana- 64,70 
Prithivi- 3,6,103 
Pretyabháva- 64 
Puritat— 13, 148 
Pürvavat- 264 

R. 
Baghunátha- Intro. LOI. 
Raghunandana- Inira vin. 
Rága-- 64 | 
Rajata~ 56 
Rakta~ 14 
Rasa— 5,15,155 
Basaná- 8 e 
Reduction- 2138 
Rüdhi- 51,343 _ 


e 


Rüpa- 5, 151 
Rüpádi- 16 
S. 

Sabda- 5,2:,170,331 
Sibdi-jüiui- 51, 332 
Sàdhárani- 41 
Sikti- 3,50,65,338 
S&mánya- 2,5,08,89-03 | 
| Simaváya- 2,6,61,93-99 
| Sumavdyi— 26,27,28 

Samiyikábháva- 63 
Sithsaya— 50,64 
Samskira— 5,59,368 
S unyoga— 5,15,18,31,98,164 
Sankarüchárya- Intro, XLI, 

XLIV. Ecc TUR 

Sankara-miára-7n£ro. XXI. 
Sàügati- 70 
Safijüà and Sañjãi- 49,50 
Saükhyá - 5,18,159 
Sàükhya- Intro. xx. 
Sannidhi~ 52,946 
Sannikarsha- 31,221 
Sapaksha- 43,223 
Saprakáraka- 29 
Sarfra— 6,13,105 
Satpratipaksha- 44,48,81,200 
Savikalpa- 29,215 
Savour- 155 
Savyabhichára- 44,301 
Seshavat- 264 
Sukla- 14 
Siddhánta- 64 ' 
Sixth Contact- 225 
Siváditya- Intro. XLVII,LI. 
Sleep - 148 
Smrité- 21,57,176,364 , 
Sneha- 5,20;109 
Sonddhika~ 46 


€————————————————Á———— amr hang Oe 


Index. 


Sound- 110 
Sparsa— 5,16,155 
Sridhara- Intro XXXIX. 
XLVI 
Sthanu- 50 
Sthitisthápaka- 59 
Subandhu- Zxéro. xum. 
Snbstance-, 77-80 
Sukhà- 5,575,300 
Sukti- 56,04 
Sushumná- 149 
Suvarna- 8 
Svartha— 37,252 
Svarüpásiddha- 46 
Svatastva- 56 
Svatvam 05 , 
Syandana- 20 


T. 


Tamas- 3,4 
Tarka—56,64,71,261,363 
Tatparya— 61 
Tejas- 3,8,111 
Tikta- 15 
Touch- 155 
Tryanuka- 9 
Tvach- 9 
U. 

Überweg- Intro. Ix. 
Událarana- 3¢,39,276 
Udayanáchárya- 71, Intro. 

XLVIII : 


Udbhfita- 7 
Udicht~ 12 


Undistributed middle- 327, 
990 


Upidans— 13,209 
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Upamána- 49,332 
| Upamiti- 49 
| Upanaya- 38,39 
Utkshepana- 5,00 
| V. 


| Vá&chaspati- Intro., XLII 

| Váda- 64 
Vahui- 

| Vaidika- 53 

। Vallabháchárya- Intro. IL 

Vardhamána- Intro. LII 

Vaiseshika guna or Visesha , 

| guya- 11, 59,60 

| Vais'eshikas- Intro. xvi. 
Vásudgva- Intro. 111. 

| Vakya- 50,539, 350 
Varna- 21,54 

| Vatsyéyana— Intro. XXVIII, 

| जा, 

Våyu— 3,9,114—117 


Veda- 54 

Vega- 59 

Vibhága- 5,19,166 

Vibhutva- 128 

Vidhi~ 65 

Vidyut- 8 

Vipaksha- 44,203 

Viparyaya-56,301 

Viruddha- 44,45,306 

Visesha— 2,6,61,93 

Vigeshana-viseshyabhiva— 
31,382,338, 225 

Vishayam 6,10,109 


Vitand&- 64 
Vritti- 52 ^ 
Vyabhichára-jfiána- 38 


Vyaijani— 51,346 
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Vyadparavat— 25,29 

V yàpti- 34,245-252,259 
Y yápyatvásidd ha- 46 

V yatireka- 40 

V yavahára- 22 
Vyavartaka— 61 
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Y. 
Yoga- 51 
Yogarüdhi- 51 
Yogyata— 52,940 
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Zeller- Intro, STI,XIS, 
Zeno- Intro. LVIN. 
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No. XIII Raghuvamsa of Kalidasa, with the 
Commentary of Mallinatha, Part III ( Cantos 
XIV-XIX ) edited with Notes, by Mr. S. P. 
Pandit, M. A- ( out of stock) ... s iis 


No. XIV VikramAnkadeva-charita of Bilhana, by* 
Dr. €. Bühler (copyright restored to the editor ) 


No. XV  Málati-Mádhava, with Commentary, 
Critical Notes, etc., by Dr. R. G. Bhandarkar 
Second edition abe 4 4 


No. XVI Vikramorvasiya of Kalidasa, with Notes, 

by Mr. S. P. Pandit, M. A., Third edition sw 
No. XVII Hemachandra’s Deái-námamálá, Part’ T 

by Prof. Pischel and Dr. Bühler, (out of stock) 
No. XVIII* Vyakarana-Mahabhashya of Pataüjali, 

Vol. I, Part T, by Dr Kielhorn, Second edition 1 6 
No. XIX* Vyákarana.-Mahábháshya of Patarijali, 

Vol. I. Part IT, by Dr. Kielhorn, Second edition 1 8 
No. XX* Vy&karana--Mahábháshya of Pataijali, 

Vol. I. Part 111, by Dr. Kielhorn, Second edition 1 8 
No. XXI| Vy&karana--Mahábháshya of Patafijali, 

Vol. II, Part I, by Dr. Kielhorn, Second edition 3 0 
No. XXII} Vyákarana--Mahàbhsáya of Patafijali, 

Vol. II, Part II, by Dr. Kielhorn, Second edition 3 0 
No. XXIII Vásishtha--Dharmasásira, edited with 

Notes, by Dr. A A Fuhrer, Second edition 0 12 
No. XXIV Ká&dambari by Baua and his Son, Vol. I, 

Text; Vol. IT, Notes and Introduction, by Dr. 

P. Peterson, both together... - se . 6 8 
No, XXV Kirti-kaumudi, edited with Notes, by 

Professor A. V. Kathawate ( copy-right 

restored to the editor ) 


raen ax Me TE Tf ee - e. c pe ele HR desde itin 


" Nos, 18» 19 and 20 aic bound together in one volume, the whole volume 
being priced Rs. 4-8 ii 

+ Nos. 21, 22 end 26 are bouud together in one volume, the whole volume 
being priced Rs, 9, ० 
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Rs. AS 


No. XXVIi Vyákarana-Mahábháshya of Patafijali 
Vol. II, Part TIT, by Dr. Kielhorn, Second 
edit«on : 

No. XXVII Mudráràkshasa of Vi&&khadatta, with 
the Commentary of Dhundirája, edited with 
Notes, by Justice K. T. Telang, M. A. 
( copy-right restored to the editor ) 

o. XXVIII” Vyákarana-Mahábháshya of Patafijali 
Vol. IIT, Part I, by Dr. Kielhorn, Second edition 

No. XXIX* Vyákarana-Mahábháshya of Patánjali, 
Vol. ITI, Part IT, by Dr. Kielhorn,Second edition 

No. XXX" Vy&ükarana-Mahábháshya of Pataüjali, 
Vol IIT, Part ITI, by Dr. Kielhorn, Second 
edition us 

No XXXI Subháshitávali of Vallabhadeva, edited 
‘by Dr. P. Peterson and Pandit Durgaprasad 

No. XX XII Tarka-kaumudi of Laugákshi Bháskara, 
edited by Mr. M. N. Dvivedi ( copy-right 
restored to the editor ) : 

No, XXXIII Hitopadesa of Narayana, edited by Di 
P. Peterson .. 

No. XXXIV Gaüdavaho of Vàkpati, edited by Mr 
S. P. Pandit, M. A. ( under revision) 

No XXXV Mahánáráyana Upanishad, edited by 
Col. G. A. Jacob 

No. XXXVI Selections of Hymns from the Rigveda 
(First Series) By Dr. Peterson,( Fourth edition ) 

No. XXXVII Sarngadharapaddhati, Vol. T, edited by 
Dr. P. Peterson 

No. XXXVIII Naishkarmyasiddhi, by Col G. A. 
Jacob - 

No. XXXIX Concordance to the Principal Upa- 
nishads and the Bhagavadgiti, by Col. G. A 


Jacob 
—— MH PP —MÓÓ— 
+ Nos. 21, 22 and 26 are bound together in one volume, the whole 
being priced Rs. 9 d 


08, 28, 29 and 30 are bound together in one volume, the whole 
béing priced Rs. 9, 


4 0 


volume 


volume 


(4) 
Rs. AB, 
No XL Eleven Atharvana Upanishads, with Dipikás 
by Col. G. A. Jacob, Second edition — ... 1 8 
No. XLI Handbook to the study of Rigveda, Part I 
comprising Sáyana's Introduction to his Rig- 
vedabháshya, with English Translation, by Dr. 
P. Peterson (ouf uf stack) pis 


No. XLII* Dasakumáracharita of Dandin, Part II 
by Dr P. Peterson 


No. XLIII Handbook to the Study of Rigveda, Part 
1I, Comprising the Seventh Mandala of Rig- 
veda with the Bháshya of Sáyana  .. . 2 8 
» No. XLIV Apastamba-Dharmasütra, with the 
Various Readings of the Hiranyakest Dharma- 
sitra, Part I, by Dr. G. Bühler (under revision) 1 6 


No. XLV Rájatarangini of Kalhana, Part I, (Cantos 
Ito VII ) by Pandit Durgaprasada  ... e. 1 8 
No. XLVI Patafijali’s Yogasütra, with the Scholia  ' 
of Vyasa, the Commentary of Vachaspati, and 
the Vritti of mNágojibhatia, by Rajaram 
Shastri Bodas and Vasudeo Shastri Abhyankar 
( Second edition ) ... aoe ४ 8 
No, XLVII Pardsara’s Dharma-Samhita, with the 
Commentary of Sáyana-Mádhaváchárya, Vol 
I, Part I, by Mr. Vaman Shastri Islampurkar 2 2 
No. XLVIII Parâśara Dharma-Samhita, with the 
Commentary of S&áyana-Mádhaváchárya, Vol. 
I, Part IT, by Mr. Vaman ShastriIslampurkar 2 0 
No, XLIX Nydyakosa, by  Mahámahopádhyá&ya 
Bhimacharya Zalkikar ( out of stock ) 
No.L Apastamba-Dharmasitra, Part II, by Dr. 
Bühler ( under revision ) 1 2 
No. LI Rájatarangint of Kalhana, Vol. II, ( Canto 
VIII) by Pandit Durgaprasad ( out of stock) 
No. LII Mrichchhakatika, Vol. I, Text with two 
Commentaries and Various Readings, by Mr. 
N. B. Godbofe b. woe We Gok अक db iD 


e 
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Rs. AS. 


No. LIII Navasihasinka-charita, Part I,by Mr 
Vaman Shastri Islampurkar " 

No. LIV Ráàjatarangini of Kalhana, Vol. III, con- 

: taining the Suppliments to the work by Dr. 

P. Peterson ds 2 

No. LV Tarkasangraha of Annambhatta, by Mr. Y 

` V. Athalye ( Second edition ) ne a 

No. IVI Bhattikávya, edited with the Commentary 


of Mallinátha, Vol. I, by Rao Bahadur K. P 
Trivedi : 


No. LVII Bhattikávya, edited with the Commentary 
of Mallin&tha, Vol. II, by Rao Bahadur K. P 
Trivedi Los ; 

No. LVIII Selections of Hymns from the Rigveda 

" {Second Series), by Dr. Peterson (out of stock) 

No.LTX Pardgara Dharma-Samhità, with the 
Commentary of Sáyana-Mádhaváchárya, Vol. 
II, Part I, by Mr. Vaman Shastri Islampurkar 


No. LX Kumarapila-charita of Hemachandra, (in 
Prikrit ) by Mr. SP. Pandit, M. A 

No. LXI Rekháganita, Vol. I, by Messrs. H. H 
Dhruva and K, P. Trivedi 5 is 

No. LXII Rekháganita, Vol. II, by Messrs. H. H. 
Dhruva and K. P. Trivedi s 

No, LXITI Ek&vali of Vidyádhara, with Mallinatha’s 
Commentary, edited by Rao Bahadur EK. P 
Trivedi b» Ce A 

No. LXIV Pará$ara Dharma-Samhita, with the 
Commentary, of SAyana-M4dhavacharya, Vol 
IT, Part LI, by Mr. Vaman Shastri Islampurkar 

No. LXV Pratáparudra-yaSobhüshana of  Vidyá- 
nátha, with^ Commentary, edited by Rao 
Bhadur K. P. Trivedi... is 


No. LXVI Harsha-charita of Bana, Part I, Text 
with Commentary, edited by Dr. A. A. Führer 
No. LXVII Parásara, Dharma-Samhit&, with* the 
Commentary of SAyana-Madhavacharya, Vol 
NWI, Part I, by Mr. Vaman Shastri Islampurkar 


aps 


3 


1 10 


. 11 0 


(6) 

Rs. Ag, 

No. LXVIII Sribháshya of Rámánuja, Vol. L, Text, 
edited by Mr. Vasudev Shastri Abhyankar 11 9 

No. LXIX Dvyáéraya-kávya of Hemachandra, Vol. T, 
( Cantos I—X ) by Prof. A. V. Kathawate .. 9*0 

No. LXX Vaiyákaranabhüshana of Kondabhatta, 
with two Commentaries and Notes, by Rao 
Bahadur K. P. Trivedi  ... „10 0 


No. LXXI Shadbhásháchandrikà of Lakshmidhara, 
with, Introduction, Notes etc., by Rao Bahadur 


i K. P. Trivedi T . 4, 7 8 
No. LXXII Sribhashya, of Rámánuja, Vol II, Notes, 
by Mr. Vasudev Shastri Abhyankar .. we 6 0 


No. LA XIII Nirukta of yaska, with the Commentary 
of Durgáchárya, Vol. I, by Professor-H. M 
Bhadkamkar e ... 3s A 8 


WORKS OUT OF SERIES 


Aitareya Bráhmana, Word-index to, compiled by 
Pandit Vishwanath Balkrishna Joshi. SS. 4 0 
Amarakosa with the Commentary of Mahesvara, 
edited, with an Index, by Mr Ramchandra 
Shastri Talekar  ... n - we 018 
Atharvaveda-Samhita, with the Commentary of 
Süáyan&chárya, edited, by Mr. S. P. Pandit, -~ 
Four volumes at Rs 10 each - " . 40 0 
Kávyapraká$a, edited by Vamanacharya Zalkika: 
with his own Commentary, Third edition 
Vendidad, Complete in two volumes 
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THE SAME LIST ABRIDGED AND 


ARRANGED ALPHABETICALLY 


Rs. As. 


Aitareya-Bráhmana, Word-index to, by Vishwanath 
Balkrishna Joshi ( out of Series ) 

Amarakosa with Mahesvara’s Commentary, by 
Ramchandra Shastri Talekar, ( out of Series ) 

Ápastambá-Dharmasütra, Part I, by G. Buhler, 
(No. 44 ) 


Apastamba-Dharmasütra, Part II, by G. Buhler, 
( No. 50) " : 


Aiharvaveda-Samhita with Sáyanabháshya, four 
volumes, by S. P. Pandit,( out of Series) 


Atharvana Upanishads, eleven, with  Dípikás, by 
" (X, A. Jacob, ( No. 40) "T 


Bhattikavya with Mallinàtha's Commentary, Part I 
by K. P. Trivedi, ( No. 56) si : 


Bhattikavya with Mallinàtha's Commentary, Part IT, 
by K. P. Trivedi, ( No. 57 ) sis iis 


Concordance to the Principal Upanishads and the 
Bhavagavadgita, by G. A. Jecob, (No, 39 ) ... 
Dasakumaracharita, Part I, by G. Bühler, ( No’ 10) 
and Part II, by P. Peterson ( No. 42), both 
e together, i 448 (m 
Desi-hámamálà, Part I, by Pischel and Bühler 
(No. 17) T m jak - 
Dvyá&raya-kávya, Part l, by A. V. Kalhawalo, 
( No. 69 ) 
Ekàvali, with Commentary, by K. P. Trivedi,(No.63) 
Gaüdavaho, by S. P. Pandit ( No. 34 ) E 
Handbook to the Study of Rigveda, Part I, by P 
Peterson ( No."41 ) 3 


Handbook to the Study of Rigveda, Part II, by P 
Peterson ( No. 48 ) 


llarsha-charita, with Commentary by A. A. Führer, 
(No.66) ... © PS 
Hitopagesa, by P. 0७885०1, ( No. 33) ie 7 
Hymns io Rigveda, Selection of, ( First Series ) 
by" Dr. Peterson. ( No. 36) see e. put 


(8) 


Rs. As. 
Hymns from Rigveda, Selection of, ( Second Series ) 
by Dr. Peterson, ( No od , 


Kádambari, Vol. I, Text and Vol. II, Notes and Intro- 


duction, by Dr. Peterson, (No. 24) ... 6 ^ 
Kavyaprakaésa, with a Commentary by Vamana- 

charya Zalkikar, ( out of Series ) TN S49 6 
Kirtikaumudi, by A V. Kathawate, ( No. 25 ) i» ke टॅ 
Kumárapálacharita, by S. P. Pandit, ( No. 60 ) - 8 8 
Mrichchhakatika, Vol. I, by N. B. Godbole (No. 52) 3 8 


Málavikágnimitra, by S. P. Pandit, ( No 6) 


Malati-Madhava, by R. G. Bhandarkar ( No. 15 ) 4 4 
Mahábháshya, Vyákarana—, of Patafijali, Vol. I 

Parts I, II, and III together (Nos. 18, 19, 20) 8 
Máhábháshya, Vyákarana—, of Pataijali, Vol, II 

Parts I, II, and III together ( Nos. 21, 22, 26 ) 0 


Mahábháshya, Vyákarana—, of Patanjali Voi. II, . | 
Parts I, II, and III together ( Nos.28,29,30 ) ... 9 0 


Mudrarakshasa, by K. T. Telang, (No. 27) . ix 
Mahánáráyana Upanishad, by G. A. Jacob (No. 35) 0 
Naishkarmyasiddhi by G. A. Jacob, ( No. 38 ) 2 


Navasáhasánkacharita Part I, by Vaman Shastri 
Islampurkar, (No,53) .. iis . 1 10 


Nirukta of Yàska, with Durga's Commentary, Vol I 
by H. M. Bhadkamkar. ... i: .4à4 8 
Niti and Vairágya Satakas, by K. T. Telang, ( No 11) 
Nyayakosa by Bhimacharya Zalkikar,( No. 49) ... 
Pafichatantra, Book I, by Kielhorn, (No. 4)  .. '0 
Paüchatanira Books II and III, by G. Bühler, ( No. 3) 0 
0 
2 


* 
+ 


Pañchatantra, Books IV and V by G. Bühler,( No. 1) 


Parasara Dharma-Samhitá, Vol I, Part I, by Vaman 
Shastri Islampurkar, ( No. 47 ) 


Parásara Dharma-Samhit& Vol. I, Part II, by Vaman 
Shastri Islampurkar, ( No. 48 ) - 2 

Paradsara Dharma-Samhita Vol. II, Part I, by Vaman 
Shastri Islampurkar, ( No. 59 ) 4 

Parasara Dharma-Samhita, Vol. IT, Part Il, by Vaman 
Shastri Islampurkar, ( No 64) " ae 


Parésara Dharma-Samhita, Vol. ILI. Part I, by Vaman 
ShastrieIslampurkaz, ( No. M 
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Paribhashendusekhara, Part I, by Kielhorn, (No.2) 
Paribhdshendusekhara, Part II A, by Kielhorn, 


(No. 7 ) E ; . 08 
Paribhâshenduśekhara, Part II B, by  Kielhorn, 

( No. 9) T 0 8 
Paribháshendusekhara, Part II ©, by — Kielhorn, 

( No. 12 
Pratiparfdrayasobhtshana of Vidyánátha, with Com- 

mentary, by K. P. Trivedi, (No. 05) . 11 0 


hRaghuvaméa, Part I, by S. P. Pandit, ( No. 5 ) " 
Rag2Huvam$a, Part II, by S. P. Pandit, ( No. 8) e ee 
Raghuvamsa, Part III, by S. P. Pandit, ( No. 13 ) 
Rajatarangint, Part I, by Pandit Durgaprasad 
( No. 45 ) 
eae ~ II, by Pandit Durgaprasad 
` 5] ie 
Raijatifangini, Part IIL, by P. Peterson, ( No. 54 ) 1 
.Hékháüganita, Part I, by H. H. Dhruva and K. P 
Trivedi, ( No. 61 ) 12 
Mekháganita, Part Ty by H. H. Dhruva and K, P 


300 


c2 


Trivedi, ( No. 62 0 
Sáringadharapaddhati, Part I, by P. Peterson (No.37) 3 0 
Shadbhüsh&chandrikàá of Lakshmidhara, by K. P 

Trivedi, (No. 71) 8 


Sribháshya, Part I, by Vasudev Shastri Abhyankar, 
( No. 68) 11 
Eda zd II,by Vasudev Shastri Abhyankar, 
No. 72 


Subháshit&ávali of Vallabhadeva, by P. Peterson 
(No.31) .. 2 8 


larkakaumudf of Laugikshi Bhaskara, by M. N 
Dvivedi, ( No. 32) 
Tarkasangraha of Annambhatta, by Y. V. Athalye 
No. 55 . 
Vásishtha-Dharmasástra, by A. A. Führer, ( No. 22) 0 12 
Vaiy&karanabhüshana of Kondabhatta, with two Com- 
mentaries, by K. P. Trivedi, ( No. 70 ) .10 0 
Vendidad, in Two Volumes, ( out of Series.) 5 0 
Vikramánkadeva-charita, by G. Bühler, ( No. 14 ) n 
Vikramorvastya by S. P. Pandit, ( No. 46 ) 2 टे 0 
Yogasftras of Patañiati, by Rajaram Shastri Bodas 
pd Vasudev a stri Abhyankar, ( No.46)... 3 


( 10) 
WORKS IN THE PRESS 


Parásarasmriti, with the Commentary of S&yana-Mádha- 
váchárya, Vol. III, part Il by Mr. Vaman 91188. 
Islampurkar. 

Dvyfsrayakavya of Hemachandra, Vol. II, by Professor 
A. V. Kathawate. 


WORKS UNDER REVISION 


No. XXXIV Gatidavaho of Vakpati, by 8 P Pandit. 
No. XLIV and L Apastamba-Dharmasütra by Bühler. 
है WORKS IN PREPARATION 
Mrichchhakatika, Vol. II, Introduction and Notes, by 
६, C. Mehendale. 
Yáska's Nirukta Vol? IE, by H. M. Bhadkamkar, 
WORKS UNDERTAKEN 


Anubháshya of Vallabhácharya, with Notes, by Shridhar 
Shastri Pathak. 

Kávyádar$a of Dandin, by S. K. Belvalkar, M. A » Ph. D. 
and Rangacharya Raddi. 

Prakriyákaumudi of Rumachandra with Commentary, by 
K. P. Trivedi B. A. 


Sy&dvádamafijari of Hemachandra, by A B. Dhruva 
` M.A, LL. B. 


Tarkabhasha of Kesavamisra, with the Commentary of 
Chinnabhatia, by D. R. Bhandarkar, M. A. abd 
Pandit Kedaruath 

Udbhata's Kavydlankara-Sara-Sangraha, with the l,aghu- 
vritti of Pratihárendurája, by N. D. Banhatti, B. A. 

Vyavahára-Mayükha of Nilkantha, by F. V. Kane, M. A., 
LL. M 


